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ABSTRACT 


The main purpose of this study was to provide a description of 
the reader as the recipient of meaningful communication. This topic 
was investigated by synthesizing a theoretical position from various 
theories in the philosophy of language, speech communication, and 
cognitive science. 

Since the study was theoretical in nature, the nature of theo- 
retical positions was first considered in regards to the theoretical 
contexts in which they are constructed. While a constructed theo- 
retical position was understood to make some comment upon a phenomenal 
domain, the definition of this phenomenal domain and the construction 
of the theoretical position was understood to be a complex process 
involving the synthesis of various established and definitional posi- 
tions from different paradigms. The present study was understood to 
involve at least four different paradigms; but the main purpose was 
not to establish an original paradigm, but to supplement the paradigm(s) 
of the reading field. 

The reader as the recipient of meaningful communication was 
first considered in terms of the philosophy of language in order to 
obtain a basic description of meaningful communication. Gricean 
meaning was examined in terms of both Grice's and Schiffer's accounts 
of what is necessary for an utterer to mean something by an utterance. 
This type of meaning was seen to be dependent upon the utterer's 
intentions, including intentions that his intentions be recognized 
by an audience as a basis for the production of a response (belief). 


Within the context of this approach to meaning, both Austin's and 
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Searle's descriptions of speech acts were considered in order to focus 
more explicitly upon linguistic communication. It was concluded, 
however, that the description of a speech act does not necessarily 
exhaust the intended meaning of an utterance. 

Central to both Gricean meaning and speech acts was the mutual 
understanding of the communication situation in which an utterance takes 
place. Since this situation was described in only a general way, how- 
ever, it was necessary to clarify this notion. Knowledge of the com- 
munication situation was understood as a type of intersubjective under- 
standing, and this understanding was seen to be based upon individuals' 
knowledge of the ways in which communication takes place. The com- 
munication situation itself was understood in terms of three distin- 
guishable but interrelated states of affairs. The first of these 
dealt with message communication; the second was interpreted in terms 
of rhetorical situations; and the third was described as involving 
an encounter between the participants, and an unfolding episode which 
provides a structure and context for the rhetorical situation. Mutual 
understanding of the situation was understood to be negotiated by the 
participants, and was seen to provide a basis for the communication of 
meaningful messages. 

This view of language communication was then related to the 
reader and the reader's encounter with a text. The reader was described 
as encountering a text and negotiating an understanding of this text 
in order to obtain a message. This type of contextualization was 
understood to be necessary for the meaningful understanding of a text 
since it is only by means of such contextualization that a message 


becomes available. 


igadam wit Sew adomr todas bie cal Gtitnkone detect 
wettest sia ae tekaia od per anpete o oeusledl camera woh 3a ee ‘ 

* ‘Aili gia li atone” Vind i EDNb eats soksbusis elas ooetnie 

aoe said Ss awAB bay “toler ik. Waneste ot \inmaRbnoit oo th 
inhi ore seg tt Setat 20 se 2 26 eocketeGes dine nekoaadiaen 

by ‘aieinavitnd late, Pee? lea GPa bs cor btidse satay BEAD bit, <2 
/ cape aD neat cap eis Echo is a A> inpay 383 Yo | 
wiser $2345 Tr emsd as Reva debuil , ie? ‘hoe vite act 


io . 
rie 

4 _ . 
a a — 


acio® ah bes oigssdny she, Hibots dt .00reo te Spatege Baie ie 


= Seed te tasks oe 2tie¢2ic te 2a7g22 RSPEI AL Ps | 


| fe 
piiviornt en Deadlines’ ess ttins '<4% ope senoksaia ie Leatseces 


1) gigktes 2beeige carb leiab ite hae vat SER ied GH Hyesded sednee 
7 & 

Estas oOltevife Lenteovatt of it pee avs. cae tees hala co rf, 
Sas VS. Ssisisopen 2c 54 bone ssony, sey NOtYatste, Sie 2S enthonaaa re 

§ 5 e : oan : anil if 
20 GAIA hueoe: as TOR asus CSR ier 2S. ase dew tae te 3 


_*) Se Rscerte iwontos 


} 
| 
; = — leg : " ; LA - * 7 
afd 2 Seselayyness aw agtesokneed- she ipa $2 wes oe 
: p . ts 
| i" . - Zt 
; : ‘ , = 1 “ey vib 
5 “Sei Ieeeh Bay teheeqeasT 8 jdeoy g Ey +S Aue ais. ety '* ne, ots its 
7 ; ’. 
: n 
ohare oe ea i, ey 4: ce 


ommees efit Te SAhiese ssh: As posal aden. BAR re oe. Pritesd 


7 i ri 7 : rT x ¥ 
‘y _ @me-eess Sa feusge-oc> Id meet aiay : iecicsien niga wie on 


ms } ? 7 

. g ‘i ee, '¢ ’ Ave me 

fou 4 mk bv antl mls, f saprttanion He ani me A st ot 
eet 


ines om, to dart Ftc sid P nicest non! Ke ine. il 
-_ . SS i. 
- 7 ; : f a 

ae : Pin - a 

rye z a 7 

r< ul” ae wi 7 / ym 

- - : > hare a 7 

_ . _ re . 7 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


I would like to express my appreciation to Dr. Marion D. 
Jenkinson, supervisor, who provided excellent and timely direction 
throughout the course of this study, and without whose encourage- 
ment and assistance this study would not have been possible. 

I would also like to thank Dr. Grace Malicky and Dr. Jeff 
Pelletier, the members of my Supervisory Committee, for their per- 
ceptive comments and recommendations at various stages in this study. 
I am also indebted to Dr. William T. Fagan and Dr. Max van Manen 
for their helpful criticisms and suggestions, and to Dr. Jaap 
Tuinman, external examiner, for his insightful questions about the 
nature and implications of this study. 

Also, I would like to thank George Labercane who paved the 
way, and Michael Lupart who listened. 

Finally, I would like to thank my wife, Jill, for her 
patience, understanding and support throughout this project, and 


for her assistance in the preparation of the final text. 


vi 


wie wa be ote aki <r rie as Laas pam bam 8 
| aig Abe, mon sepia 40 gb je. =o boar peed ” 
: eybiate, CRTS..f" seh: ate 5. des apo tehwenadcien: i asia a 

our eae inv ak Se hae Ree a fialAeNe oe ot Ep dsbak e 
¥e | ; Gant tial fnag Shiylasanaua Ot aiacile (abiegtet, 9 
se “on! aie anced com Simsigeaet AF ia each lerisiye. 4 

aes ye | a | ie eee i as ca Oe ee 

was bayou ofw) aoiSwatsd-Op Yous aed ooh | Bio ss 

(eye soa Cate eed tantnke bay 


oy 


sar 302) JELeh LStdw Ver eee ed ayad a 3 ests 


Ney 


a, tee) Leonid ees oS s gu tie ysae sa “ai oi oohetalees as 
J : " ay a ia 


She Soules Sens (ubdbe sty sop —_ pad bunterotin 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


CHAPTER 
ae ENTRODUCT IONE wie tse tees Siker iets oe: es. weed Me 
Statementy Ore PUnpOseun’s Ci dette eine 6. ww 
Data BASSSieactite tee otis stats iisa septs Aah cls yen tees 
Definwidonssorerernmsaim. 217 MRR SYSS. cs. ee 
MATOLWASSUMO ELON eters eo altel atmetee vs Patite: Kelis 
MayOCeULM Ve ac PONS We oll oe fer Vali say at et Fee eeu verte 
OVERVLO WRONG oS GUGYE sits) tele ells elie (ele ue 
Ze THE  NALURBeOL? LHBORELLOCALn LOot TIONS 2.776)... ist 


A General Framework for Understanding 
Theorelicals PosmreiOnsi wis: Twectie eye ee ee 


The Nature and Definition of P-domains . 
Descriptive versus Explanatory Comments 
The Nature of Theories and Models ... 
THEOEY-dOminant: POSLLLONS: <  « é.5 e) 
Model-dominant positions: (2) . «3 6s 


Definitional versus Constructed 
Theore CicalePositionsies SA Seas s . 


The Position of the Present Study Sedaa ea Oke 
SUMING Be 6 Ao Seo TS 6 Se 69 6 or eae 


3 TWO THEORETICAL APPROACHES FROM THE 
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE . 2 3 6 «1% & » © 6 « 


Theoretical Positions in Regards 
to Non-Natural Meaning ° ° e ° e e e e ° ° 


Natural versus Non-Natural Meaning... 
The Early Grice Account of Meaning... 


Objections to the Early Grice Account . 


vii 


Page 


34 


40 
47 


50 


51 


DS 
53 
56 


60 


. _ 
if 
8 ; . : ) . : 
J 4a, 
& aa = 4 . »s ©¢« - . - d ‘ - 
a gene eee ee ee “scan 
¢ ee as ae ee Sie cari teased. 
| e . = «@ * . be ° * + * , . r tetra aned Seta ~~, 2 ; 
. ee . + aR ora eh Rts en? ty eow ae 
4 if o Lye k, 9) VPS ee Ue ar Ssh ieeeh ame 
eI _— 1 . migra eae th oe 
fz : BAJZvDOS 2. td atitricio Bn sue OT 
s% —— , siesaqd eit Peat guetta au Bis Poet a) 
ay Tae ~ + « ~Beletc™® Wile 3 2cent. Sa smigaey oF 7 
- : Lad 
; : b> ae . fyGlis=og thénii >-yeend2 7 
+ 8hee 2863 Zeca Jnea dette NV 
Pie sone Sup ey fseutdin ite! 
ua . oe es ieee > eteiteec® Benesigogdt . 
te a. “dale: meee wR "i ae Sy eh pert peo gat 
_ ae - ‘ 7 a , : - oe 2 Vetruwe 
_ - 


; ACG Ee ie) SLICE Es re a0 
a RR Soi aa | a =e) eb) ee oe Sp TRAD TSE , 


— 

i ry 
- 

& | 


c . » o - * *_ - ° , - Y . . ar inkot 


——- BF 


: 4 a 
i - ? - A — 
ee. a * © : ~~ +. we oe aa ey feansaweitel 

a) Are ns 


| = ee Sted nes 2 


4% sat “5 Geer nae 7 - 
o =i 7 : ike ¥ ZT aN. 
“iy 7 : 


CHAPTER 


Ae 


Linguistic meaning versus 
WELerance® MCAMINng, fe. te Ye te Se. %e: 40,40. te) He be 


Objections to the sufficiency of the 
CamLys Uri CesaCCOUNt 1s)un she) 6. ole abes 


Schutter 6 yAccount. Of, Meaning -~) «0%, «+. 
Understanding the Meanings of Utterances . 


Theoretical Positions in Regards 
POU SOGe CUNT ema (reek el Siok PARES) Yeh pty aiener ine’ Po 


Austin on Constatives and Performatives . 
AUSULO ROU = SPCECCNWACES. Fett le ses 6) 1s) Ses ounemis 
Seat lecOncopeecn VACES)” Gees aes, es) eo) fe le at ve 

Searle's description of speech acts. . 


The rule-governed nature of 
SRPECCHHaAC haw iets oh a Nee oo etre Sie, Nee ber, bates 


Speech Acts and Meaning. BY Palio ths teas ile 
Sumac y aha sCONnCLUCTONS his eae) ‘eke «fic Pen epic 
THE STRUCTURES OF COMMUNICATION SITUATIONS ... 
The Nature of Message Transmission (SA-l) .. 
The Shannon & Weaver View of Communication 


The Nature of Messages and Message 
Communication e ee . ° e . a * . e e e . es 


Intersubjective Understanding and 
Matual Knowledge r sa. (Se sr sees eee «hee -s 


The’ RhHEtGr ical) euatltOn wi oA=2)) So. Se fe 
Bitzer’s Rhetorical’ Steuation. | 2026) 6 
Vate"s View of R-SieUatronca. « <\lts)\e..) « 
Consigny's View of R-situations ..... 
A Synthesis of Views of the R-situation . 


The Developmental Situation (SA-3) .... . 


viii 


Page 


60 


66 
69 


15 


80 
80 
82 
89 


91 


94 
96 
102 
103 
Od 


108 


£12 


118 
L2T 
128 
138 
141 
143 


150 


erppayei~e se apmtand et efit 
? mice We, Ai, sist ae A ones oe 


? | 08 ¢ oth. os y * i a we * . “oe “ ryt 
eee ear Srifivee Ane jer 9489 i se a 


\ me eh hae Stee ee. Shin Hgoiaga ys iGo 
fe ae eee ee ee a Eyen ot. sieae anaiee | 


te te Bt ash): G52 592 + Ma chao dae 


| 7) ». .2Scetetiin nipped ome 
7 ih ~ oe : a ° . ¢ ’ * . . a ® ' . cm +» . SFwe ~deachyz 


. . we tock a Bee eSok aands 
ae Sd + .. , ~ g® ¢ is 7 4 
é 
Sox Ck we eg wee ek Se Bele dret? fen’ vricna 
iy BGR ‘J a  RUGLTREOD EM POTATO: AG Sat rete RE 5 ae ee 
ror Ow + « UL leslie! bess Go’ Ssutan aft 550s 


« 


30: + + Muses iewes! To rely aos 2) dahnwedS- cht: An 
Pe 2 5 i : | ,, a 7 
2 ; es nom - ex 
2pebeoM, ops gapeao Uw 2 nga at 
a ; + . x . Po, 1 
| t . 6h is * - ~ . a + ¥ * ¢ . “ « Lee 60): PP iin & = 
7 i ; . - i i, ra 
Ca pachasieseinly svtes 2, Oe Too (07 ay 
- c ae 5 “ <a 
‘fi; i ee” sos oy eS © @ + et ge SRDS AINE ere ih : ; 


a ; i 7) Tee 


—- * « * “ . (s “fa} Wiese J te 2 


; 2 

4 - ’ + 644. « Ii tc fest iCal 
x 

¥ i vr 

oP metcas 27 ~ 

~* < & «© & ae oe a 3G 
f 7 : 

v7! 


vir “ie opaosis Fi. Wid at # pe yi asi 


re 3 Gat ts Pete Wad 4c 
ieee Tot. ees 


re as wie folshn ee sa 1” ae sae a. 
| a aie) — 


CHAPTER 


De 


6. 


The Intersubjective Understanding 
OERPLrOCGAUreS ~< « = ss 6) & @ 6) 8, \s 


The Negotiation of Meaning-Contexts 
The. Nature.of. Conventions, «.. « «. + 
Harré's Description of Episodes .. 


Frentz & Farrell's Language- 
ACELONS EP abaG Oils: sri) sib wits (wee 6s 


Levin & Moore's Dialogue-Games .. . 


D-situations and Intersubjective Knowledge 


Goales—aPlansjmand Scripts; 9. 4%. + - 


Intersubjective Knowledge of D-situations 


and Meaning MO Te cbs als Lb es 
nn 

Summarys and’ Conclusionsr ..0sA RNC 
READING AS COMMUNICATION . 2... « « « « « 
The Description of Reading Situations . 
The Reading Situation as SA-l ... 

The Reading Situation as SA-2 ... 

The Reading Situation as SA-3 ... 


Illustrative Applications of Reading 
Seb yee gic) We Se ua er ener Oe oN, ar 8 Sy Seana 


Sherlock Holmes as Communication . . 
The Contextualization of Pale Fire . 


The Contextualization of "A 
Modeseu Propoga li. ke ta cute meerem tou caine 


The Present Study as Communication . 
Summary e e e e . e ° e ° ° . e e e . ° 
SUMMARY AND “CONCLUSIONS. ae. 6. nisl «tere 


General Summary and Conclusions .... 


ix 


Page 


151 


156 


160 


165 


170 


178 


Eo 


189 


197 


Lod 


202 


202 


206 


2 


Paooes 


234 


235 


240 


244 


247 


Pow E 


253 


Z2n0 


his Hing Hee oxpkaciel sae: 
Fo) or anganew toa tei 2 rubs eit - 


2 . “= 


4 are Ag? onl tee Coe topes picnotl presen 


ae 3 ESET 2) Cismicy, pS Sui = 
Re VC eM bia “Gd a-s sv Pelkey Sto Oe oe 9 ee en a aa 


4 ! - Tae 


; BY £ : é J * ‘ ¢ : *. . aoe THe } 4 oT | * o . r~ ee: g aves, . = : 
OGL. a a) ERR Si Sa odadgin Bers, AL RSS LESS 
ube : ‘ a ee er ee ee oy te Sy Beeth: yin a 


a . anivaent (3-4 S'c_ebhgi awd. sPive mes te eT 
‘ s i i ei : . 2 ¢ * * 4 * > . » . ‘ 2 * . Fs iy a e hea 4 oar E ' i 
‘de 


iw ba ; = 
oe oO) Ciee © ., oe rk , acl aligosen he *swenu® 
SOR : , ; 
gy = 
KOK . “t (MOL r A 
' 
ie 
7 - aS La * ° * = € ; 


CHAPTER Page 
The Present Study as Theoretical 
Position e e e e e e e e . es e e es e e e se es e ° e 257 
Opjections and General Problems... 1% 2. Soe.) es 261 
Obqecurons -eOMtne ye resent sScuay) =k sues el elie. 261 
General Issues from the Present Study ..... 264 
TODLCS Seon veurtner: Consideration 5. 6. & tive 21 eos 269 
Rpt tr OSA inten, Cae chet te Irae Miele L's belts a Cet ehh elke) fe; ie. del ie ice. ie ® 272 
APPENDIX A. DEEING LEONS VOLTALDOREV LAL LONG Pete), oi, eke. teumieule le ve 284 
APPENDIX B. THE MEANING OF LANGUAGE VERSUS 
PTE RANCE EMEANENG Cu Aerinct ne manana hes Mas ce lal ah ete ale 287 
APPENDIX C. OBJECTIONS TO THE SUFFICIENCY OF 
HE DRL eGR PCUPACCOUNL giiee cimeatsinie le) tek eke! mel eohie 293 
APPENDIX D. A FURTHER DISCUSSION OF MUTUAL KNOWLEDGE .... 300 
APPENDIX E. SCHIFFER'S SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER 
MODIFICATIONS TO GRICE'S ACCOUNT 
OF MEANING e e e e s e e e° oO e e s ° es e ° e ° e 302 
APPENDIX F. CONSTATIVESCAND PERFORMATIVES V6-s¢ «, 6) « «0s 306 
APPENDIX G. OBJECTIONS TO AUSTIN'S ACCOUNT OF 
SPEECH ACTS e e e e ee e . e e e e° e . ° e ee e es 314 
APPENDIX H. CONSTITUTIVE RULES AND INDIRECT 
SPEECH ACES e ° ° ° eo e e es e e e ° ° e . ° * ° 319 
APPENDIX I. LEWIS  SVACCOUNT ROP -CONVENELONG =... euuel« (6 “elles «6 325 
APPENDIX J. A TENTATIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE 


READING Mo PEGATIONS 7s2ci- on et sehedties steels © (ste! 16. ce 328 


Seeeese. 


e 


Othe 


—-— 


«a 


* ct ° . 


tant “Spnati 


tS i ae 
Wet ye Hee cae hash opi 


Sota SS. IAUTOS = TESA AAW 


abiciran sis SA tigen: a Bt SLR 
Pr Pe Dy. anes eo Chr aoe 
. * » - e ~ a, * me eRe cies Bi) 
n. . i shea enke oe heer PAtewOD 
$0. Ca GOOS 2 PEP Sb OL See ee 
Sam Tea Copan ives ree 
s *« . ‘ ‘ . * . = . >So yp ictase 
P : 
# Pin Pav yy TRIO 2 Sa 


Rae Thee 7S Tet Se eee 


“ meas soar Sekt ae | 


2 e - hy » - 
ai PAUP Sas Oy A, 


LIST OF FIGURES 


DELI HTtAonrofvtherP-domain*.49 8%. % 
Viewuolh Constructed’ Theory’. <6) 


Construction of Analog Model... . 


Revised View of the Theoretical Context 


A Model of Information Transmission 


The Understanding of Signs and Symbols . 


The Definition of Situational Exigences 


A Preliminary Taxonomy of the D-situation 


Final Taxonomy of the D-situation . 


Model of Intersubjective Knowledge . 


xi 


e 


Page 
2) 
29 
33 
46 

LTO 
124 
145 
79 
184 


188 


maa Te 
vale Bey 
baal, 


te, fe 1 
he oo 7 
or) ai Senate 


a r har a heb: a ides aay = hho uM? ised ce . 
1 an y . S ra if ,. i +s 
, whe | a ee eee : » Sethe tvank att sising raat Me Liane ca 
4 


¥ 


CHAPTER 1 


INTRODUCTION 


Recently, the notion of "reading as communication" has become 
a popular concept in discussing reading and reading instruction. Rud- 
dell (1976) has labelled his reading model a communication model. Art- 
ley (1972) has suggested that oral reading should be used for inter- 
preting "what the writer says or feels to concerned listeners" (p. 47); 
and Dale (1976) advocates a communication perspective, noting that: 
Communication . . . becomes explicitly or implicitly a kind 
of dialogue, an interaction, in which we bring our life experi- 
ences to bear in the solution or clarification of a problem... 
Reading should be seen as language development which can be 
classified basically as the producing and consuming of messages. 
(pp. 4-5) 
Similarly, in suggesting ways that children can be given more successful 
reading experiences, Tovey (1976) advocates that children be led to 
perceive reading “as a process of communicating with an author" (p. 29). 
In such views, the notion of communication seems to be used in 
order to discuss an aspect of reading that does not seem to fit neatly 
into the list of reading skills that a child can be taught. Of these 


' which 


writers, only Dale attempts to define the term "communication, ' 
he considers to be "the sharing of ideas and feelings in a mood of 
mutuality" (p. 4); and while it is possible to grasp intuitively what 
Dale means by this, and agree that there is "Something" involved in 
reading that he is alluding to, as a usable concept this notion seems 

to lead only to the recognition of a writer/reader dyad and an undefined 
notion of "meaning." 


This vague use of the concept of communication in regards to 


reading seems to result from the fact that the communicative aspects 
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of the written language system have not been systematically explored. 
Consequently, the term "communication" seems to be used in order to 
evoke the interpersonal oral language situation, which is assumed to 
be meaningful since it involves interaction between human participants. 
This analogical argument seems to be used to suggest that a written 
message should be considered as meaningful in the same way that an 
Oral message is, and that the child learning to read can benefit from 
being made aware of this perspective. As Jenkinson (1976) has noted, 
research in the field of reading has tended to ignore the question of 
meaning; and the current advocacy of reading-as-communication seems to 
be an attempt to incorporate meaning without a full analysis of the 
implications that result from evoking this perspective. As usually 
presented, this view does no more than allude to a possible means by 
which the question of meaning in the written language system can be 
considered; and before the notion of communication can be applied to 
the pedagogy of reading, a fuller analysis needs to be made of what is 
implied by the contention that reading is communication. 

One of the major difficulties in considering the communicative 
aspects of reading seems to be the view of language that is commonly 
adopted in theories of reading. Major theorists such as Goodman (1976), 
Ruddell (1976) and Smith (1971) have adopted, either explicitly or 
implicitly, the theory of grammar presented by Chomsky (1957, 1965) 
even though Chomsky (1970) himself has warned that the theorizing of 
linguists may well be inappropriate when applied to the pedagogy of 
reading. It can also be suggested that such theorizing may be inap- 
propriate when considering various aspects of the reading process. 


While theories of grammar have offered valuable insights into 
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the way language operates, it must be recognized that such theories 
represent only one approach to language. G. Miller (1974) has sug- 
gested that two basic approaches to language can be distinguished, 
which he describes as follows: 

There seem to be at least two different ways to define what a 

language is. According to one definition, a language is a 

socially shared means for expressing ideas. I would call this 

a functional definition, because it is stated in terms of a 

function that language serves. Another definition says that 

a language is all the well-formed sentences that could be gen- 

erated according to the rules of its grammar. I would call 

this a formal definition, because it is stated in terms of 

the forms of sentences. (p. 4) 
The Chomskian view, and the implicit view of most reading researchers, 
obviously represents the formal rather than the functional view. The 
functional view has, however, recently been advocated by Fraser (1977) 
and Griffin (1977) as a fruitful but neglected direction for reading 
research to pursue. It also seems to be the view that must be adopted 
in order to consider the question of reading-as-communication since it 
is as a "socially shared means for expressing ideas" that language 
operates in communication between writers and readers, not as a set 
of "well-formed sentences that could be generated according to the 
rules of its grammar." This is not, of course, to say that the formal 
aspects of language are not important in considering the nature of 
language communication, or that a formal view does not contribute val- 
uable insights, but is only to contend that such properties alone are 
not sufficient for an investigation of communication. 

The difference between formal and functional views of language 
can also be illustrated by the type of competence implied by both views. 


Chomsky (1965) suggests that in formal views of language the linguistic 


competence of a native speaker consists of knowledge of how sentences 
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are generated and transformed. In a functional view, however, the 
emphasis is upon what Fraser (1977) calls the communicative competence 
of the user of language, or the individual's knowledge of how to com- 
municate by means of language. Fraser suggests that the difference 
between these two types of competence can be indicated by aan that 
formal views of language (linguistic competence) deal with "sen- 


tences,” while functional views of language (and communicative com- 
petence) deal with "utterances," or "the speaking of sentences to do 
things" (p. 112). While both formal and functional views of language 
may have relevant comments upon and implications for the description 

of communication, the functional views seems to deal with communication 
as a primary concern while the formal view does not. For the purposes 
of the present study, then, a functional approach to language will be 
adopted; and communicative (as opposed to linguistic) competence will 
be the major concern, 

In addition to the view of language that has generally been 
adopted, a further difficulty in considering reading-as-communication 
results from the view of human communication that is usually used when 
this topic is considered. The common view is that human communication 
can be considered to be in some way analogous to electronic com- 
munication, as Originally postulated by Shannon & Weaver (1949) and 
later developed by writers such as Cherry (1966). This basic view 
of communication has been adopted and advocated in reading by writers 
such as Smith (1971) and, more recently, Randall (1978). Essentially, 
such writers contend that language communication can be understood 


if it is considered in terms of a transmitter, a coded signal, anda 


receiver who decodes the signal. 
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While this aspect of communication is obviously present in 
language communication, it has been argued by, among others, Delia 
(1977), Hawes (1973), O'Keefe (1975), Parry (1967), and Thayer (1963) 
that this view of communication is too incomplete to be adequate as a 
full description of what is involved in meaningful human communication 
Since such communication involves considerably more, and is therefore 
much more complex, than the transmission of information. While these 
critics have been primarily concerned with oral language communication, 
there seems to be no reason to suppose that written language communi- 
cation must be understood only in terms of the transmission of infor- 
mation, while oral language communication relies upon knowledge of such 
things as the situation in which the transmission takes place and the 
disposition of the participants. Rather, it must be asked whether 
such situations and dispositions exist in regards to written language 
communication, and what functions they have if they do exist. At the 
very least, before written language communication can be limited to 
information transmission, some justification must be given for imposing 
this limitation. 

That these two issues are not independent of each other is 
readily apparent; for if the Shannon & Weaver view of communication 
is accepted, it would seem that a formal view of language could pro- 
vide an adequate description since it could be understood to deal 
with the nature of the coded signal. The functional view of language, 
however, suggests that a different view of communication is necessary 
since the concern of a functional view of language is the socially 
shared means for communicating; and this would seem to include more 


than just the sharing of signal and code systems since it would also 
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involve the broader notion of communicative competence, or the doing 


of something by means of an utterance. 


Statement of Purpose 


It is the primary purpose of the present study to investigate 
and elucidate the communicative aspects of reading in regards to the 
comprehension and understanding of a meaningful message. Since this 
aspect of reading has rarely been systematically considered, and since 
what are to count as communicative aspects in a reading situation are 
not readily apparent, it will first be necessary to consider the nature 
of meaningful language communication. It will then be possible to 
apply this view of language communication to the particular realization 
of language communication that is the concern of the present study: 
written language communication. This application will, however, be 
primarily concerned not with the writer/reader dyad, but with the 
reader as the recipient of meaningful communication. Since the main 
purpose of the present study is thus to construct a theoretical position 
in regards to this issue, the study will be theoretical in nature; and 
since the theoretical position developed in this study will be concerned 
with a general description of the communicative aspects of reading, 
it must be considered to be basic research, without direct application 
to the teaching or learning of reading. 

In addition to this primary purpose, a secondary purpose of this 
study is to present and make available views of language which can 
serve as a basis for considering the functional aspects of language. 
Since various philosophers have been concerned with the problem of 


meaningful communication with language these views will be drawn from 
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the philosophy of language and will provide a useful basis upon which 
to conduct the present study. This is due to the fact that these 
views offer insights that are not available from the formal views of 
language derived primarily from linguistic or psychological bases that 
generally serve as a foundation for the theoretical consideration of 


reading. 
Data Bases 


While various fields will be drawn upon in the course of this 
study, the major sources will be from the philosophy of language, speech 
communication, and cognitive science. 

The philosophy of language will be used in order to obtain a 
functional view of language communication. This source has been 
selected since various philosophers have been concerned with this 
aspect of language, and since the specific philosophical theories 
considered have been a major influence upon linguistics (e.g., Lakoff, 
1972, influenced by Grice; and Sadock, 1974, influenced by Austin) and 
have influenced, or have been suggested as desirable considerations, in 
the field of reading (e.g., Griffin, 1977, influenced by Grice; and 
Olson, 1977, influenced by both Grice and Austin). 

The field of speech communication has been used since a primary 
concern of this field is the structure of interpersonal communication. 
Since such structures will be seen, in the course of considering the 
various philosophies of language, to be only vaguely described by these 
philosophical positions, a consideration of the relevant theoretical 
positions from the field of speech communication offers the possibility 


of elucidating these aspects. 


eked In: SRsiLod Sis ns hae oe ot ty poles auorien Gti 
|) dapeee wagagentd 20 aa Sadho ase: REY. re ene 
Oh ak : eat td epee eso 

BE MiFFEO OF 3 a0 ai bea). of. ébiw. gpoup qt co ‘opal, il al 

7 bisndl a) atv tetbe. Bra? ait is Ti ies ape eh Se shai 
ates Avlw pet SST AS ne Sh si pd agg al yriegy 2ikt sew er 

- aetiour: bot eoonel hig wate ih eomte hee - SRE AL avis 


a I , ; 
ty .¥eeted ...g5) ant lain el pt ver Srenleye sols ge hese see be " 
hon sebteuh «xt. Good hars\ ei tl arabes fina (eniaa ya gai 
“i ,anhlizazebionon side pice es. be7e sb&:e ne od nen 1 Nonsiitaut 
IS ; is j 
Bae toi yo Pevhaulhrh |b, 2! nd. t aD efi. 9) paLbeds: TO) Bee 

i 
wider ain yates Aied Ue bao nenians ‘ne: ca 
VAISS 2 SOLe On {2 beonenkin® «Tek ele 


oe ea ian 
QIowhAG eS Sona ads fot si noise sorGneea GSadye Jo Hist> ait 


| | pe) 
a : oiseolmmino lenckiasgiss qr 7, salu ttuwe? gfit- st Of ats eee io cee 


¥ ! ' oe or a eal a ~ } 7 H : Mates 
Th . aq ane Wig PxiLsaceb 4 Tonner a fey aden as) pee iter {) 2c). gave ee i 
7 i - ~ 7 ae 


vt Laskgenpett snevoles st ae Gir (a wAdOn? i, Fe 
an ' 


re xfiltdieese atte soar ha espouse . purl aes 


ay 


7 Te 
o « - . My — 
= ' 
sa 7 a A = ig 
7 pea 
7 
1 
7 
_ } »¢@ 
iy 7 7 a 
» & 7 a 
id) ‘ ike 
“5 
_ 


Two theoretical approaches from the field of cognitive science 
will also be considered since research from this field offers a unique 
type of validation for the theories that they present. This is due to 
the fact that these theories must generally produce a successful com- 
puter simulation in order to be considered acceptable. Thus, if such 
theories are consistent with the other theories and models presented 
here, and can be synthesized with these positions, the final position 
of the present study will have at least an indirect validity. In ad- 
dition, the concerns of cognitive science, and the method of investi- 
gation that is used in this field, have offered unique insights that 
provide valuable additions to, and elucidations of, the position to be 


developed here. 


Definitions of Terms 


Due to the nature of the present study, definitions of specific 
terms will not be presented here. This is due in part to the fact 
that many of the major terms have been assigned different meanings by 
different researchers, theorists and philosophers, and in part to the 
fact that many of these terms have a complex meaning that would be 
distorted by attempting to give a simple definition here. This is 


particularly apparent in regards to a term such as "meaning," which 

is used in different ways by different writers, and which cannot be 
assigned a simple or single satisfactory definition. This is also the 
case with terms such as "communication" (Dance, 1970), "comprehension" 
(Stern, 1971), and even "reading" (Ross, 1974). In a sense, however, 


this study is an exploration of the meanings of some of the terms that 


are used to describe language communication; and explicit definitions 
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and explanations of terms will be offered in the course of the study 
when clarification becomes necessary and relevant. 

One term has been coined for the present study: "to contextual- 
ize." This term is used to denote the process of putting something 
into, or relating it to, the context in which it occurs and by means 
of which it should be understood. This term has been used in order to 
emphasize this particular concept about the use of context since this 
concept is of central importance to the present study. 

In addition, various abbreviations will be used in the course of 
the present study. While these abbrevations will be explained when 
they are introduced, for convenience their meanings will also be 


given in Appendix A. 


Major Assumptions 


The major assumption that is made in this study is that theo- 
retical positions from such disparate disciplines as philosophy, speech 
communication, and cognitive science can be related not only to each 
other, but to reading as well, without distorting the basic positions 
that are considered. 

Another assumption of the present study is that a normal reading 
situation can be posited as a hypothetical construct to serve as a 
focus for the consideration of reading-as-communication, or the reader 
as recipient of meaningful communication. Such a situation will be 
considered to be one in which the reader is reading silently, the 
reader and the writer are not acquainted, and the writer's intention 
is not to address a particular individual or small group of individuals 


who are known to himself, but is rather to address an unknown audience. 
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In a normal reading situation it is posited that the reader intends 


to understand the meaning that the writer intends to communicate. 


Major Limitations 


This study is limited by the fact that the various theoretical 
positions that will be considered are divorced, to some extent, from 
the contexts in which they were constructed, and from the problems 
that they were formulated to address. 

Another limitation is that the present study is based primarily 
upon the three areas indicated above as data bases. Thus, the study 
is limited by the content of these areas, and by the exclusion of 
other areas which, if they were considered, might lead to a different 


synthesis than the one that will be developed here. 


Overview of the Study 


Since the present study is theoretical in nature, its format 
differs in some ways from the format that would normally be used in 
reporting empirical research. Consequently, Chapter 2 provides a 
discussion of the nature of theoretical positions and the construction 
of these positions. Since this discussion is useful in providing a 
basis for understanding the nature of the present study, an overview 
of the study will be given at the end of that chapter when it can more 


relevantly be discussed. 
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CHAPTER 2 


THE NATURE OF THEORETICAL POSITIONS 


Since the purpose of this study is to obtain an understanding 
of the reader in regards to the notion of reading-as-communication, 
the purpose of this study becomes one of giving some type of theo- 
retical description of the reader as the recipient of a communication 
message. To give such a description requires, of course, the develop- 
ment of a theoretical position; for such a position is necessary to 
serve as at least the basis of the description. While it would be 
possible to proceed with the present study without considering the 
nature of theoretical positions, or the structure of the present study, 
to do so would be to risk the possibility of confusion as to how and 
upon what basis this position is being developed. In order to avoid 
such potential confusion, and to give an explanation of the underlying 
structure of the present study, then, the present chapter is concerned 
with elucidating the view of theoretical positions, and the construction 
of such positions, upon which this study is based. 

In order to accomplish this purpose, the first part of the 
present chapter is concerned with the elucidation of the nature of 
theoretical positions and, in general, how they may be constructed. 

The purpose of this discussion is not to provide a prescriptive for- 
mulation of what is to count as a position and what is not, or how 

such positions are to be constructed or evaluated. Rather, the descrip- 
tion given here is intended to serve only as a framework for under- 
standing such positions and the contexts in which they function. More 


specifically, this description is aimed at providing a framework for 
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understanding the basis upon which the present study is conducted, 

and thereby indicating the structure of this study. Once this general 
framework has been described it will be possible, in the second part 
of this chapter, to relate this general discussion to the present 
study in order to indicate the structure of this study. 

While the primary purpose of this chapter is, then, to provide 
a basis for the present study, the general framework that will be 
described is intended to have a wider application. As indicated above, 
however, this application is not intended to be prescriptive in nature 
Since this discussion is intended to represent what Kaplan (1964) calls 
a reconstructed logic rather than a logic-in-use. In fact, a recon- 
structed logic perspective is necessary in order to provide a frame- 
work for the present study since the presentation of the theoretical 
position of this study is given in a different form than the actual 
processes, or the logics-in-use, that were followed in order to con- 
struct this position. 

It is also necessary to note that the following discussion is 
intended to elucidate the nature of theoretical positions within the 
context of what Radnitzky (1973) calls the Anglo-Saxon school, as 
opposed to the Continental school. This Anglo-Saxon school of science 
is characterized by Radnitzky as being "analytic" in nature, and by 
van Manen (1975) as “empirical-analytic," as opposed to the inter- 
pretive schools of Continental science. The discussion is limited to 
this school since it is within that context that the present study is 
conducted, and since consideration of the Continental school would 


serve to complicate further an already complex discussion. 
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A General Framework for Understanding 


Theoretical Positions 


Since theoretical positions are generally composed of models 
and/or theories, it would seem possible to restrict the present dis- 
cussion of theoretical positions to just theories and models. To do 
this would, however, give an incomplete view of such positions; for 
theoretical positions are not constructed, and do not function, in 
isolation but are a part of a larger theoretical context. In order 
to consider the nature of theoretical positions, then, it is necessary 
to consider these positions within the context in which they operate; 
and in order to do this, it is necessary to elucidate the nature of 
this context. This is, in effect, only to note that theoretical posi- 
tions are constructed of something, and for some purpose. In other 
words, theoretical positions are always constructed in response to some 
problem or question, and in order to describe some particular phenomena. 
Neither the Theory of Relativity nor the Theory of Reinforcement, for 
example, is meaningful without reference to the particular phenomena 
to which these theories apply; and, in fact, theoretical positions 
are only useful or meaningful when they are considered in regards to 
the phenomena to which they relate, and when their relationship to 
these phenomena (or what they are created for) is apparent. 

These general observations can be stated succinctly as the 
observation that theoretical positions make some comment upon a 
phenomenal domain. While each of these terms will be examined in 
greater detail below, this ad hoc formulation of the relevant theo- 
retical context can be elucidated in a general way here to noting first 


that, as suggested above, "theoretical positions" can be considered 
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to be a general term for a theoretical construct consisting of a model 
(or set of models) and/or a theory (or set of theories). A phenomenal 
domain (hereafter, a P-domain) can be understood to be the collection 
of entities or elements that constitute the phenomena that the theo- 
retical position addresses, is based upon, or seeks to elucidate. The 
comment that the theoretical position makes upon a P-domain can be 
considered to be what the theoretical position says about the P-domain. 
While in a sense the whole of the theoretical position is in some way 
commenting upon the P-domain, the nature of the comment will be given 
a more restrictive sense when it is considered in more detail. At any 
rate, the comment must be considered to be not something independent 
of the theoretical position, but a part of the position itself. 
The Nature and Definition of P-domains 

The term "phenomenal domain" is used here in order to avoid 
the connotations that attach to such alternate terms as "empirical 
domain" or “observational domain." The P-domain, as indicated briefly 
above, refers to the domain or set of phenomena that the theoretical 
position is constructed to address. While it would be tempting to 
suggest that P-domains are the segment of the real world, or "reality," 
that is addressed by a theoretical position, to do this would be to 
distort the nature of "reality" and suggest that there is a stable 
collection of entities or phenomena that are indisputably given. The 
position that will be taken here, however, is that while there paces 
some such indisputable empirical "reality" underlying the recognition 
of phenomena, this reality is, in itself, inaccessible except by means 
of some interpretation which has the effect of drawing attention to 


and in some way designating these aspects of "reality" as phenomena. 
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The point that is being made here is not one that is peculiar 
to the social sciences, or to social phenomena, but underlies the 
investigation of the physical sciences as well. This point has been 
made by Bronowski (1973), who first notes that an artist depicts 
"reality" by selecting features and defining objects by means of a 
particular interpretation. Bronowski then suggests that this artistic 
method is, in fact, also the method of the physical sciences: 

But what physics has now done is to show that that is the only 

method to knowledge. There is no absolute knowledge. And those 

who claim it, whether they are scientists or dogmatists, open 
the door to tragedy. All information is imperfect. We have to 
treat it with humility. That is the human condition; and that 

is what quantum physics says. I mean that literally. (p. 353) 
Bronowski also suggests that the difficulty in obtaining information 
about "reality" is not one that can be attributed to imperfect instru- 
ments, for it is not based upon the fact that we do not "see" quite 
clearly enough. What he suggests is that by the nature of observation, 
observations can never be clear enough: 

We are here face to face with the crucial paradox of knowledge. 

Year by year we devise more precise instruments with which to 

observe nature with more fineness. And when we look at the 

observations, we are discomfited to see that they are still 
fuzzy, and we feel that they are as uncertain as ever. We seem 
to be running after a goal which lurches away from us to infin- 

ity every time we come within sight of it. (p. 356) 

While Bronowski's concern here is mainly with the physical properties 
of observation, this basic inability to observe "reality" clearly can 
be understood to underlie research in the physical sciences, and in 
the social sciences as well. 

In the social sciences, however, it is not only--or perhaps, 


merely--the impossibility of "seeing" clearly that creates difficulties; 


for there is also the difficulty of distinguishing what is seen. While 
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it has often been noted that human perceptions of the world are inter- 
pretations (e.g., Belth, 1966; Neisser, 1976; and Newtson, 1976), the 
difficulty that underlies this problem for the social sciences can be 
considered in terms of the distinction between actions and acts. While 
this will be considered in more detail in Chapter 4 when it becomes of 
primary concern to the present study, for the present purposes it is 
sufficient to note that acts do not exist except insofar as actions 
are interpreted. For example, a man can perform a certain gesture 
with his hand which can be interpreted as either an offer to shake 
hands, or as a gambit in a wrestling match. Similarly, the actions 
that are performed by an individual in uttering certain vocables is 
different than the act of promising. The "reality" that is observable 
underlies the actions that are actually performed; but to distinguish 
these actions as acts requires further interpretation, just as the 
conceptualization of sensory input so that an object is recognized 

as a table also requires interpretation. As Furlong & Edwards (1977) 
have suggested, this type of interpretation underlies even supposedly 
"Objective" or "observational" research that is conducted presumably 
without presuppositions. 

These difficulties become particularly apparent when research 
based upon linguistic utterances is considered; for a vocal utterance 
can be considered in terms of a phonetic, phonemic, syntactic, semantic, 
or other level; and a written utterance can be considered in terms 
of, for example, graphemes, lexical items, syntactic or semantic organ- 
ization. The differences between perceiving an utterance in terms of 
any of these levels is not a matter of obtaining different realistic 


entities, but rather results from the particular definition that is 
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given such entities as phenomena. 

The point here is not that "reality" is unknown, but that it 
is known only through or by means of some type of definition, and that 
there is no observation without this predefinition of what are to count 
as phenomena. This is not to say, of course, that the phenomena can- 
not be startling, or exhibit features that are surprising and unex-- 
pected, Or appear to be different (e.g., simpler or more complex than 
was previously considered), but only that the P-domain must be in some 
way defined in order for the phenomena to become apparent. This 
definition of the P-domain, however, presents difficulties; for it 
would seem that this definition must be based upon some type of theo- 
retical position, and that in order for there to be definition there 
must be a theoretical position that serves as a basis for this defin- 
ition. Yet since theoretical positions are constructed in order to 
comment upon P-domains, it would seem that what they are commenting 
upon are theoretically defined phenomena; and the role of the con- 
structed theory seems somewhat questionable and perhaps redundant. 

The relationship between definitional and constructed positions 
can be elucidated only by considering the nature of theoretical posi- 
tions and their construction. Since this will be done later in this 
chapter, this issue will be addressed in more detail at that time. 

For the present, it is sufficient to note that theoretical positions 
are constructed only in response to a question, problem, or exigence. 
In order for such questions or problems to arise in regards to the P- 
domain, however, it is necessary for the P-domain to be, in some way, 
defined. Thus, a constructed theoretical position would seem to result 


from a difficulty that arises due to the way the definitional position 
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elucidates whatever underlying "reality" there may be into a P-domain. 
The definitional theoretical position, then, establishes a P-domain in 
such a way that difficulties, problems or questions of some type can 
arise. A constructed theory is designed to address and in some way 
resOlve these problems or questions within the context defined by the 
definitional theoretical position. In this way a constructed position 
either supplants or supplements a definitional position, or a part of 
such a position. 

While the definition of P-domains would seem, from the above 
description, to be a relatively simple and straightforward matter, this 
is not necessarily the case. The definition of P-domains is, in fact, 
further complicated by the fact that an indefinite number of orders of 
definition can be used in order to define a p-domain.~ The different 
orders of definition can be considered to be the number of different 
definitional theoretical positions that are used in order to define 
the P-domain. This is illustrated in Figure 1 for the first three 
orders of definition. As can be seen in Figure la, first order defin- 
ition involves the use of a single definitional position to define a 
P-domain. In the figure, the definitional theoretical position is 
represented by a circle; and the P-domain defined by the use of a 
single definitional position can be considered to reside within the 
CiccLie. 

Second order definition, as illustrated in Figure 1b, involves 
the use of two separate definitional positions in order to define a 


P-domain. Here the definitional positions are again represented by 


aT am indebted to Dr. Marion D. Jenkinson for suggesting the 
different orders of definition and the way they are obtained. 
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Figure 1 Definition of the P-domain. 
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circles, and the defined P-domain can be considered to be the shaded 
area in which the two positions overlap. The fact that a spatial 
method is used here to represent definitional positions should not be 
allowed to distort the nature of this overlap; for it is not being sug- 
gested that a fragment of one theoretical position (TP-1) combines with 
a fragment of a second theoretical position (TP-2) in order to create 

a P-domain. Rather, what is suggested is that when TP-l1 and TP-2 are 
in some way conjoined in order to define some segment of "reality," 

the conjunction of the two positions results in a defined P-domain 

that is unique in regards to the two theoretical positions that define 
it. Both TP-1 and TP-2 will, of course, be related to the P-domain 
that is thus defined; but the established phenomena will be defined 

in a way that is different from either of the positions considered 
separately. 

Figure lc illustrates third order definition of the P-domain, 
and can be seen to be similar to second order definition except that 
the P-domain is defined not only by the conjunction of TP-1 and TP-2, 
but by the conjunction of a third position (TP-3) as well. It is to 
be noted that the conjunction of TP-1, TP-2, and TP-3 results in 
areas of conjunction that give second order definitions TP-1/TP-2, 
TP-1/TP-3, and TP-2/TP-3 as well as the third order P-domain defined 
by TP-1/TP-2/TP-3. While these areas of potential conjunction can be 
understood to contribute to the definition of the P-domain, they are 
possible definitions of P-domains in their own right, just as each of 
the definitional positions can be considered independently as a first 
order definition. 


Although third order definition is the last order illustrated 
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in Figure 1, it was suggested above that the definition of a P-domain 
can entail an indefinite number of orders. As with third order defin- 
ition, each theoretical position will conjoin not only with each other 
position as second order definition, but also will conjoin with the 
other positions in third, 'fourth, etc., orders of definition: such’ that 
the fae order of definition will entail the pa order of definition 
and all orders preceding it. 

While it is relatively easy to establish different orders of 
definition by means of abstract processes, it is not quite so simple 
to distinguish what is to count as a definitional position. Since the 
function of such positions is to establish or make available a P-domain, 
it seems evident that such positions must be general in nature rather 
than specific since it is not the purpose of these positions to resolve 
problems, but to define "reality" so that the problems can be dis- 
tinguished. For the present purposes, it can be suggested that one 
realization of this type of definition is seen in the variety of 
academic fields; for each field must, in some way, define a P-domain, 
or set of P-domains, that constitutes the subject of that field. For 
example, chemistry can be considered to be based upon a definitional 
theoretical position that makes available certain phenomena when this 
position is used to interpret "reality." As such it can be considered 
to be a first order definition of a P-domain. Similarly, the field of 
biology represents a first order definition; and when these two fields 
are used in order to establish a second order P-domain, the result is 
biochemistry. While containing characteristics of both chemistry and 
biology, biochemistry represents a unique definition of the P-domain 


since it differs from the first order definitions of the P-domains of 
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chemistry and biology. 

One difficulty that seems to arise from this example is the 
fact that while the conjunction of biology and chemistry may have been, 
at one time, a second order definition, at present biochemistry is 
generally recognized as a field in its own right, with its own first 
Order definition of a P-domain. Similarly, while psycholinguistics 
is generally recognized as a second order definition resulting from 
the conjunction of linguistics and psychology, it is approaching 
independence as a separate field, and is therefore evolving into a 
first order definition. 

This difficulty is, however, more apparent than real;;for if 
it is recognized that definitional positions are not static, but de- 
velop or atrophy over time, it is then possible to conclude that second, 
third “or eee order definitions can become first order definitions when 
and if they are successful in representing a useful conjunction that 
provides a fruitful P-domain in terms of the difficulties (and thus the 
opportunities) it presents for investigation. Thus, while biochemistry 
has become, at least for the present, an identifiable first order 
definition of a P-domain, the field of sociobiology is still highly 
controversial and has not yet been accepted as a useful P-domain. In 
fact, at present it would seem that sociobiology is still very much a 
second order definition since the current work seems to be aimed at 
elucidating the nature of the conjunction and the resulting problems 
and phenomena. 

This is not, however, to say that academic fields can always be 
clearly distinguished with regard to their origins or their present 


state. For example, the area that has been designated here as "speech 
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communication" is obviously a conjunction of other areas, including 
at the least speech, rhetoric, mass and organizational communication. 
Exactly what order of definition this should be considered to be, how- 
ever, is not entirely clear, although in many institutions the field 
has been recognized as an independent field, thus implying a first 
order definition. It is therefore apparent that the relationships 
between different fields can be complex and cannot always be easily 
or definitively disentangled into clear orders of definition. 

While these examples of academic fields seem to suggest that 
the conjunction of different fields is in some way aimed at creating 
a conjointly defined P-domain that will, eventually, become first order, 
this is not always the case. Fields can be conjoined, such as in the 
present study, in order to articulate a P-domain that raises relevant 
problems and issues that are intended to contribute to the development 
of a particular field. For example, some linguists have made use of 
the conjunction of psycholinguistics and the philosophy of language in 
order to establish a P-domain that offers unique opportunities for 
development without being concerned with establishing more than a 
limited second order P-domain. 
Descriptive versus Explanatory Comments 

As suggested in the basic framework presented above, theoretical 
positions can be understood to make some comment upon a defined P- 
domain. Since definitional positions have been considered to elucidate 
and make apparent the P-domain, the nature of the comment that a 
constructed theoretical position makes upon such a P-domain needs to 
be considered in order to clarify not only the nature of constructed 


positions, but also the relationship of these constructed positions 
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to definitional positions. 

For the present purposes, the distinction that both Kaplan 
(1964) and Chomsky (1965) make in regards to description and explan- 
ation can be considered to relate to the comment of a theoretical 
position. According to Kaplan and Chomsky, when a theoretical position 
gives a description of the P-domain, basically it describes what is 
present in the P-domain. This description can, and usually will, do 
more than merely list the phenomena that constitute a given P-domain 
since it will often describe how the phenomena relate to each other 
as well. An example of a position exemplifying a description of the 
P-domain is Barrett's (1968) taxonomy of reading comprehension. While 
Barrett describes different levels, he Goes not discuss how they are 


related to each other, or wny they function as they do. 


In contrast to description, explanation provides an answer to 
why the P-domain functions as it does. Thus, the purpose of an explan- 
ation is not only to describe the P-domain, but to give an interpret- 
ation of the underlying structures that allow the P-domain to function 
Or Operate. An explanation, then, involves a description; for an 
explanation furthers a descriptive comment by providing an account 
of the functioning of the system that is described. Goodman's (1976) 
position in regards to the reading process is an example of a position 
that attempts to give an explanation rather than only a description; 
for unlike Barrett, Goodman is concerned with giving an account of the 
underlying causes and structure that explains why the P-domain functions 
as it does, and is not concerned only with describing how it operates. 

A constructed theoretical position, then, can be considered to 


provide either an explanatory or a descriptive comment upon a defined 
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P-domain. If, however, description or explanation is a necessary 
aspect of a theoretical position, it would seem that a definitional 
position would also offer some type of description or explanation to 
the P-domain in order to make it accessible. If, then, the P-domain 
has received some description or explanation before the constructed 
position comments upon it, it is not entirely clear how the constructed 
position is related to the P-domain. It is, however, apparent that 
the description/explanation given by the definitional position must, 
in some way, be inadequate; for otherwise there would be no problem 
Or question for a constructed position to address. Thus, constructed 
theoretical positions can be tentatively understood to address defi- 
ciencies in the definitional position, and thus to supplement the 
description/explanation given by the definitional position in the 
elucidation of the P-domain. While this discussion indicates the na- 
ture of the relationship between definitional and constructed theo- 
retical positions, further clarification of this relationship is, of 
course, still necessary. This clarification can, however, be given 
only after the nature of theoretical positions themselves are more 
closely examined. 
The Nature of Theories and Models 

A theoretical position has been defined, above, as being a 
model (or set of models) and/or a theory (or set of theories). The 
term "theoretical position" has been used here due to the fact that 
the nature and relationship of theories and models is at the least 
controversial. This difficulty centers mostly upon models, for as 
Chao (1962) has demonstrated in a somewhat Sureeey examination of the 


literature there are at least thirty different senses attached to the 
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term. There are, on the one hand, those who consider a model to be 
basically the same as a theory (e.g., Belth, 1966; Chao, 1962) and those 
who vehemently object that a difference not only exists, but should be 
recognized (e.g., Wilks, 1974). While a distinction is generally made 
by those concerned with reconstructed logics (e.g., Braithwaite, 1962; 
Brodbeck, 1968; Hempel, 1966; Rudner, 1966; Suppes, 1960), the distinc- 
tions made by these writers are not always the ones made by those who 
actually construct models. Since the purpose of the present discussion 
of theoretical positions is not to establish a definition that can be 
used to pass judgment upon constructed theories/models, a definitive 
distinction is not of importance here. Rather, what is desired is a 
useful description that could be elaborated into a system of clas- 
sification, rather than into an evaluative tool. 

In keeping with the purposes of the present study, then, it is 
desirable to make a distinction between theory-dominant and model- 
dominant theoretical positions. The former suggests that the dominant 
aspect of the position is the theory, while the latter suggests that 
the dominant aspect is the model. This distinction can be justified 
by examining the nature of theories and models, and the relationship 
between the two. 

Theory-dominant positions. Theory-dominant positions center up- 
on a constructed theory. For the present purposes, a theory can be 
understood to be a set of axioms or propositions which together provide 
an explanation or description of the P-domain that the theory addresses. 
This is not to say, however, that the set of propositions must be 
presented as such a set; for the propositions can be embodied in a 


text that not only states the propositions but elaborates, explains 
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and justifies them as well. A fully articulated theory will have, as 
Rudner (1966) suggests, a set of axioms ranging from general principles 
to specific "bridge" principles that comment directly upon the P-domain 
and provide a basis for empirical investigation. Theories can, how- 
ever, be articulated to different extents; for not all theories are 
articulated to the extent of specifying in detail all the general and 
bridge principles. Hill (1977/1978) has suggested that such differences 
in degree of articulation can be described in terms of a continuum 
ranging from informal to formal theory. 

The fact that a theory is not fully articulated, or formalized, 
does not mean that it should not be allowed to count as a theory; for 
it would seem that when first propounded a theory may be only infor- 
mally presented, with fuller and more formal articulation following if 
the usefulness of the theory justifies it. An articulated theory can 
also, of course, be modified as necessary; and this is only to contend 
that they do not need to be considered to be static, but rather that 
theories can evolve and change over time. This developmental pos- 
sibility of theories, and indeed of theoretical positions in general, 
is clearly illustrated in Chapter 3 of the present study in regards to 
both Gricean meaning and speech acts. 

While theories can be formulated as novel additions to states 
of knowledge, theories are not, of course, constructed in isolation, 
but rather are responses to some type of question or problem. Also, 
theories can make use of other theoretical positions; and this use can 
be either positive, in which case another position is incorporated in 
some way into the constructed position, or they can be used negatively, 


in which case the constructed theory is designed to reject an estab- 
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lished position, or a part of that position. The term "established" is 
used here to mean "previously developed or constructed" or "existing," 
but not necessarily "proven" or even "accepted." It is, of course, 
entirely possible for established positions to be used both negatively 
and positively in the construction of a new theory; for it is possible 
to adopt or incorporate some features of an established position while 
rejecting others as inaccurate or unhelpful. It is also possible that 
a theory could be constructed by means of a positive use of various 
established positions. This would result, of course, in a synthesized 
theory. 

This view of a constructed theory is illustrated in Figure 2, 
where the constructed theory is shown to be the response to a problem 
arising from a defined P-domain. This is indicated by the arrow from 
the P-domain in the direction of the constructed theory. The estab- 
lished theoretical positions are indicated as offering either positive 
or negative assistance in the construction of the theory; and the 
relationship between these established theoretical positions and the 
definitional position of the P-domain is questioned by a dotted line 
running in both directions. This is necessary here since the relation- 
ship between definitional positions and established positions has not 
yet been examined; and some relationship would seem to be necessary in 
order for an established theoretical position to relate to a defined 
P-domain. 

In a theory-dominant theoretical position it is not, of course, 
necessary that the theory be accompanied by a model since the theory 
is sufficient in itself to provide explanation or description to a 


P-domain. For a theory-dominant position, then, the inclusion or 
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Figure 2 View of Constructed Theory. 
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addition of a model can be understood to be optional; for in such a 
position the model is intended to supplement the theory; and even if 
the theory is not supplemented, it is still capable of constituting 
the whole of the theoretical position. The first realization of a 
theory-dominant theoretical position can, consequently, be designated 
as theory/no model. If a theory is supplemented by a model, and the 
theoretical position is theory-dominant, then the type of model can 
be considered to be analog, resulting in a theoretical position iden- 
tified as theory/analog model. 

The type of model that has been termed "analog" here is basi- 
cally the sense of the term "model" that is preferred by theorists 
such as Black (1962), Braithwaite (1962), Brodbeck (1968) and Suppes 
(1960), among others. An analog model can be considered to represent 
the theory by means of an analogy with an alternate P-domain and/or 
theoretical position. The important point to note in regards to 
analog models is not that they are based upon analogy; for analogy is, 
of course, a basic characteristic of models in general. Rather, the 
point here ie that an analog model represents (1i.e., iS a restatement 
of) the constructed theory, and only indirectly of the P-domain under 
consideration. The use of an alternate theoretical position and/or 
P-domain results, however, in a distortion of the constructed theory; 
and it thus becomes necessary to distinguish those features of the 
model that are isomorphic with the theory, and those that are not. 
Despite the possibility of distortion, analog models can be useful 
since they represent the theory in a somewhat different manner, which 
can produce insights that were not available in the construction of the 


theory. For example, a theory of the flow of electricity can be 
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modelled by drawing an analogy with the alternate theory of the flow 
of water. In the course of distinguishing those features of the 
analog model which are isomorphic with the theory for which it is 
constructed and those which are not, it is possible to obtain insights 
into the flow of electricity that were not considered in the con- 
struction of the original theory. 

The danger in constructing analog models is, of course, the 
misunderstanding that may result from considering as isomorphic those 
features of the model that are not. For example, Goodman's (1976) 
theory of reading is represented by an analog model that depicts the 
eneory in thei formof a Blow vchartss Although dthiis notia part.of 
Goodman's theory that the processing is done in a sequential manner, 
the linear form of the flow chart suggests exactly this type of pro- 
cessing since this linear quality is central to the nature of flow 
charts. While it is perhaps unfortunate that the model is represented 
by this particular analogy, it is important to note that this feature 
is not isomorphic with the theory or the theory’s comment upon the 
P-domain. 

If analog models are considered to be representations of the 
theory by means of analogy, it would seem that any illustration of 
the theory would, by definition, become a model by means of the spatial 
analogy that is drawn in making the illustration. While this seems 
to be technically the case, it can be suggested that illustrations 
are a type of model that are not intended to represent the theory by 
analogy but to elucidate the theory as presented. An analog model, 
on the other hand, can be considered to represent an articulated theory, 


and is intended to give such a representation by means of an analogy. 
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Ultimately, however, the only way to distinguish between illustrations 
and analog models may be the theorist's avowed intention. 

While it seems difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish 
between analog models and illustrations, the consideration of this 
issue suggests that just as illustrations can depict different parts 
of a theory, so models can represent only a part, rather than the 
whole, of a theory. Also, since analog models can be constructed by 
drawing an analogy between the theory and a different theoretical 
position and/or P-domain, an indeterminant number of different analogies 
can be derived; and it is therefore possible to have an indefinite 
number of analog models for the same theory, or for various parts of a 
theory. While theorists generally restrain themselves to a single 
analog model, it would seem that this restraint is, at least in prin- 
ciple, unnecessary; for as long as fruitful analogies can be discovered, 
it would be possible to expand the theoretical position with further 
analog models in order to elucidate the theory. 

The relationship between constructed theories and analog models 
is illustrated in Figure 3. The theory and the model are joined by 
lines running in both directions since the theory provides the basis 
for the construction of the model, while the model, once constructed, 
contributes to the elucidation of the theory. An alternate theoretical 
position and P-domain are pictured here, with an arrow to the con- 
structed model in order to indicate that this alternate theoretical 
position and P-domain are contributing to the construction of the 
model. The defined problem from the P-domain is joined to the theory 
since the theory is constructed in response to this problem. The 


explanation/description arrow, however, is drawn from the mutual 
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relationship of the theory and the model since it is by means of both 
the theory and the analog model that this comment is made upon the 
P-domain. While only one analog model is pictured here, it is, of 
course, possible to add further models, with an appropriate number of 
alternate theoretical positions and P-domains as sources for the 
analogies. 

Model-dominant positions. Like theory/analog model positions, 
model-dominant positions involve both a theory and a model, the dif- 
ference being that the model-dominant position focuses upon the model 
rather than upon the theory. The first type of model-dominant position 
to be considered here is the theory/simulation model position, involving 
the simulation of a theory, generally by means of a computer simulation 
of the theory's elucidation of the P-domain. While this type of pos- 
ition could also be considered theory-dominant since the model repre- 
sents what is presented in the theory, the construction of this type 
of theoretical position is directed toward the construction of the 
model, not the theory. Despite the fact that a theory (or set of 
theories) is necessary in order to construct a simulation model, the 
theory is not only represented by the computer simulation, but is 
tested as well. The success of the theory is determined by the working 
of the computer model, and consequently the theory becomes important 
only in elucidating the basis of the working model. 

While simulation models rely upon analogy, they differ from an- 
alog models in that, as suggested above, they do not merely represent 
the theory, but actually test it as well. If the analogy that has 
been chosen as the basis of an analog model does noe succeed in giving 


a useful representation of the theory, the theory is usually unaffected, 
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and the model discarded. If a simulation model is unsuccessful, how- 
ever, the theory must be modified until the model succeeds, or else 
the theory must be rejected. 

The contention that simulation models are dominant in regards 
to the theories upon which they are based is, however, only partially 
the case. For while the model is the goal toward which the theory is 
constructed, and provides a test of the theory, once a successful model 
has been constructed it is the theory that is reported to other workers 
in the field. It is, then, ultimately the theory that is of interest; 
but since the theory is constructed and modified in order to produce 
a simulation model, for the present purposes the model can be con- 
sidered to be dominant. 

Although simulation models have, as yet, exerted only a minor 
influence upon the field of reading, this seems to be due, at least in 
part, to the fact that the development of computer technology, and of 
appropriate programming languages, has only recently progressed to the 
point at which computer simulation has become a viable type of model 
for the field. Simulation models should not, however, be confused 
with the notion of artificial intelligence; for the purpose of a 
simulation model is to test a theory, not to create an "intelligent" 
system. For example, Schank's (1975a) system of language processing 
is not intended to represent an intelligent system, but rather is 
intended to model the theory of language processing devised by Schank 
and his co-workers. There is no claim that the resulting computer 
model is in any way "intelligent," nor that it was intended to be. 


Another type of model-dominant theoretical position can be 


termed the theories/synthesized model position. Although there are 
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various possibilities in regards to this general designation, syn- 
thesized models can be considered basically to be constructed by means 
of a synthesis of various theories in order to give a general repre- 
sentation of the P-domain. Since there are various realizations of this 
type of model, synthesized models can best be understood by considering 
a few of these various types. 

One example of a synthesized model is similar to simulation 
models except that the model is static rather than dynamic. This type 
of model is demonstrated by the use of models reported by Watson (1968) 
in his discussion of the discovery of the double helix structure of 
the DNA molecule. While the researchers were attempting to discover 
this structure, they had partially articulated theories about the nature 
and components of the DNA molecule; and in order to discover the struc- 
ture, various models were constructed of the molecule; and these models 
were then evaluated in terms of what was known about DNA, The model 
was manipulated in various ways in order to account for the structure 
until finally the double helix form was discovered. Since this form 
accounted for the known properties of DNA, the successful model could 
then be used to articulate more fully the existing theories. 

While it could be argued that this use of a model is really only 
a scale model that must be understood as an analog model, this is not 
necessarily the case. Theories and models have been considered here 
not simply in terms of the relationship between them, but also in terms 
of the intent and function of the theory and model within the theo- 
retical context in which they are constructed. While a scale model 
can, of course, be an analog model, as in the case of a scale model 


of a new aerodynamic design, in the present case the model is intended 
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to function as a final synthesis of the position. Thus, the model 
that Watson manipulated was the final object of the position and not 
a representation of a theory that had already been constructed. A 
successful model was, in fact, necessary before the theory could be 
formulated; and thus, for the present purposes, this use of a scale 
model can be understood to be synthesized rather than analogical. 

A second type of synthesized model involves the synthesis of 
various theories about different aspects of a P-domain in order to 
give a representation of the components and/or structure of the P- 
domain. Examples of such synthesized models are models such as those 
proposed by Gough (1976), Baker (1976), and Fagan (1978). In all of 
these models various theories and theoretical positions are synthesized 
in order to give an interpretive model of the P-domain. The dominant 
feature of such models is not the theories that provide their bases, 
but the models themselves. Unlike the type of synthesized model that 
Watson discusses, this type of model is not aimed at elucidating the 
theories that are used in their construction, but are, instead, intended 
to serve as a basis for further theorizing and research. This is not, 
however, to say that in synthesizing this type of model the same ten- 
tative formulations and modifications that Watson reports are not also 
apparent; but the dissimilarity lies in the different function that 
the model is intended to serve; for in Watson's formulation, the model 
is only a tool by means of which the theory can be elucidated. In 
this second type of synthesized model, however, it is the model that 
is the intended final product; and the theories upon which it is based 
can be understood to contribute toward the development of the model. 


A third type of synthesized model is similar to these first two 
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types, but again differs somewhat in terms of its function. This type 
of model is illustrated by the model of saccadic eye movements sug- 
gested by Bahill & Stark (1979), who report that "when bioengineers 
want to analyze a very complicated system, they often resort to a 
model to describe the system in a less complicated way" (p. 110). The 
point of this type of model is, then, to present a simplifed inter- 
pretation of the functioning of the P-domain; and while this can also 
be the case in either of the first two types of synthesized models 
considered, it is not necessarily so. Unlike models such as Gough's, 
these models do not necessarily provide syntheses, but rather simplify 
the theories that are considered in order to give a more manageable 
view of the essential features of the P-domain, and thus avoid the 
distractions of non-essential structures. This type of model resembles 
the simulation model, which also represents the workings of the system; 
and in fact, Bahill & Stark report that their synthesized model was in 
turn represented by a simulation model. The difference between these 
two types of models, however, can be understood to lie in their func- 
tions; for simulation models are constructed in order to develop and 
test theories, while this type of synthesized model is intended as a 
final theoretical position. 

While these three types of synthesized models cannot be con- 
sidered to be exhaustive, they have been discussed here in order to 
illustrate the general notion of synthesized models. On the basis of 
this discussion, then, a synthesized model can be understood to provide 
a synthesis or representation of a theory or a set of theories such 
that the model is the dominant aspect of the theoretical position. 


While synthesized models can be used in order to elucidate theories, 
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the model should really be considered to be the dominant aspect of the 
theoretical position; and the fuller articulation of the theory can 
be understood to be aimed at bringing the theory into the same state 
of elaboration as the model. This type of position differs from a 
theory-dominant position in that the development of the model, not the 
theory, is the ultimate goal of the theoretical position; and while 
this position may be reported in terms of the theory as well, as in 
the case of the structure of DNA, the theory is still a reflection of 
the model, whereas in a theory-dominant position the reverse is true. 
While various types of theoretical positions have been discussed 
here, it could be objected that many actual theoretical positions are 
not easily classifiable in terms of this description. This is, how- 
ever, only to note the difference between the reconstructed logic that 
is the concern here, and the logic-in-use of actual theory/model con- 
struction; for in considering actual theoretical positions it may be 
difficult to determine exactly which of these theory/model types 
actually describes the position. For example, the synthesized model 
of saccadic eye movements suggested by Bahill & Stark obviously makes 
use Of a theory-based position, although the final form of the theory 
is given as a synthesized model. This synthesized model is, however, 
used as the basis for a simulation model; and it becomes questionable 
as to whether or not their synthesized model should really be considered 
to be a simulation model. The position taken here has been to follow 
Bahill & Stark as to the role and function of their model; but while 
this particular case is clearly discussed by the researchers, other 
cases are not and seem to qualify for more than one theory/model type. 


The development of the distinctions discussed here into a definitive 
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classification system is, however, beyond the scope of the present 
study. As was noted earlier in this section, considerable disagreement 
exists about the nature and relationship of theories and models; and 
this discussion has been aimed at providing a potentially useful 
description, rather than a prescriptive classification system. 
Definitional versus Constructed Theoretical Positions 

Thus far, a distinction has been tentatively maintained between 
constructed positions and definitional positions. In addition, it has 
been noted that in the construction of a theory, established positions 
are in some way used; and it would seem that such established positions 
are also necessary in constructing both types of model-dominant pos- 
itions. This is due to the fact that the theory/simulation model 
position requires established positions in order to aid in the con- 
struction of the theory that provides the basis for the simulation; 
and the theory/synthesized model position will generally rely upon 
established positions to provide a basis for the synthesis of the model. 
The relationships among definitional positions, established positions, 
and constructed positions thus require some clarification in order to 
indicate how a constructed theoretical position functions within its 
theoretical context. 

In order to clarify these relationships, it is helpful to make 
use of Kuhn's (1962) notion of scientific paradigms, which are, ac- 
cording to Kuhn, major theories or positions which provide a context 
in which research can be conducted. For example, the Copernican Revo- 
lution brought about a situation in which the Ptolemaic paradigm of 
a geocentric universe was replaced by a Rel teden eis view. The dif- 


ference, Kuhn suggests, consisted in the replacement of one paradigmatic 
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theory by another, and thus changed the way in which the P-domain was 
viewed and defined. Within the context of a general paradigm, Kuhn 
suggests, further theoretical work can be conducted, such as the con- 
struction of supplementary theories that elucidate particular problems 
within the context of the paradigm. While a supplementary theory can 
suggest modifications of the paradigm, the basic paradigm still sur- 
vives as a definitional context. In addition to sharing a paradigm, 
researchers also share a set of rules for conducting research within 
the context of the paradigm; and the combination of a shared paradigm 
and shared rules gives a view of scientific activity as what Kuhn calls 
puzzle-solving. In this view, the paradigm determines the nature of 
the problem; and the shared rules or procedures indicate how the puzzle, 
or problem, is to be solved. Thus, according to Kuhn, the scientist 
involved in paradigmatic research is given the problem, the manner of 
its solution, and to a great extent the type of solution that is ac- 
ceptable; and research becomes a process of fitting together the pieces 
of the puzzle into the paradigm. 

While the notion of paradigms is easily posited, and is exem- 
plified in such historical cases as Ptolemaic versus Copernican astron- 
omy, Or Newtonian versus Einsteinian physics, the identification of 
paradigms is not as straightforward or simple a matter as could be 
desired. This is undoubtedly due to the fact that Kuhn is concerned 
with a reconstructed logic rather than a logic-in-use, although he 
attempts to apply this reconstructed logic to the general scope of a 
logic-in-use of the physical sciences. The concept of a paradigm is, 
nonetheless, useful; for it seems that not only do what have been 


termed definitional positions seem to be what Kuhn calls paradigms, 
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but at least some types of synthesized models seem to be intended to 
create a paradigm which can serve as a definitional position for 
establishing a P-domain. Thus, in presenting his synthesized model 
of language, Baker (1976) suggests that: 

The last twenty years of claims, counter-claims, and confusion 

in linguistic and psycholinguistic theory, and the accompanying 

proliferation of experimental literature without clear growth 
of knowledge has, if nothing else, demonstrated how remarkably 

little we can agree upon about language. (p. 1) 

Baker goes on to suggest that the model he presents is intended to 
"provide a single framework within which a genuine psycholinguistics, 
involving a real interaction between linguists and psychologists, 
could take place" (p. 2). What Baker is suggesting, then, is that 
the field of psycholinguistics is in need of a dominant paradigm that 
will allow research to contribute toward the fuller development of 
that paradigm. 

While Baker's description of the intent of his model seems to 
clarify the potential relationship between paradigms and synthesized 
models, further difficulties arise from the consideration of this 
example. First, it is apparent that in attempting to construct a 
paradigm for psycholinguistics, Baker is relying upon some sort of 
paradigm that dictates what is to be included in such a P-domain. This 
is necessary since he is relying upon established theoretical positions 
in order to synthesize a model; and such theoretical positions are, 
themselves, based upon paradigmatic views of P-domains. Second, since 
Baker is concerned with the synthesis of linguistics and psychology 
into psycholinguistics, it would seem that the creation of a second 


order definition of a P-domain involves, to some extent, the creation 


of a new paradigm by means of the synthesis of the two first order 
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definitional positions. 

In order to clarify the difficulties which arise here, it seems 
necessary to. suggest that different levels within the paradigm may be 
required in order to obtain a level that is general enough to specify 
all that is to count as scientific activity within the field under 
consideration. This would include the rules and procedures that those 
involved in the field share. Within the context of this general level, 
there would also need to be different levels to deal with the definition 
of particular P-domains. For example, it is possible to consider the 
definitional paradigm of psychology in terms of the study of human 
mental processes and behavior, yet this does not suffice as a paradigm 
for the different concerns of psychology, such as behavioral psychology, 
social psychology, educational psychology, and physiological psychology. 
Consequently, the paradigm for a field may actually be a complex of 
sub-paradigms, or even competing paradigms, that are interrelated yet 
in some ways independent of other specific realizations of the general 
paradigm of the field as a whole. 

While it is beyond the scope of the present study to examine in 
any detail the nature of such levels of paradigms, it can be noted 
here that what has been considered first order definition may, within 
the context of the definitional position, actually be more complicated 
than has been indicated. For the present purposes, however, this 
definitional position, or paradigm, can be considered to be a single 
unifying although hypothetical construct, the inherent complexity of 
which has been simplified for the present purposes. 

Second order definition of a P-domain, then, results in the 


creation of a new paradigm through the synthesis of two relatively 
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independent paradigms. Such a second order definition would result 
in the creation of a potentially new paradigm. As is suggested by 
Baker's concerns with psycholinguistics, however, the elucidation of 
this second order paradigm may be difficult and troublesome, and may, 
ultimately, prove unsuccessful (as may, perhaps, prove to be the case 
with sociobiology). 

The established positions that are used in the construction of 
a theoretical position can be understood to be paradigmatic theories 
in the sense suggested by Kuhn. This is to say that these theories 
supplement some basic paradigm by elucidating the pe aan functions 
or workings of the defined P-domain. Since, however, constructed 
positions can make use of established positions by rejecting them, it 
is possible for a constructed position to question the definition of 
the P-domain to such an extent that the original paradigm cannot ac- 
commodate the suggested modifications. In such a case, a new paradigm 
can be understood to be suggested by the constructed position as a 
replacement for the old paradigm. 

In this view, supplementary constructed positions are, at least 
to some extent, absorbed by the paradigm in such a way that while they 
are still discernible as separate theoretical positions, they become a 
part of the paradigm and contribute toward the definition of that part 
of the P-domain to which they apply. This is possible since the para- 
digm can be considered to consist of different levels of generality 
such that the positions that are considered as established and are 
used in the construction of a theoretical position will generally be 
near the specificity end of the generality/specificity continuum with- 


in the paradigm. To make use of an established position, however, 


t ne 4 : 
, ive 
rere. t cr 


-diiaoas Elves sae ot 


he not fame | | 
er MAY anne ive one “uae re oe i. Ca i ty wr 


» > w 


ees: 9) S OG Om. Sy iy _ seit at vine ‘dbs: Sane ates 
= . 7 Ms , w 


, 4 suerte, M464, ofa? Sif SER. ig a baa meas 
hsb.ie aitenre eee Bi otupbuts “yabtyr| Eos His aittlpal 


Bhd ed go ; as ho Aeyelaien 


wsinoged eens Sa vi od gs 
1 , = E — ' P 
: > ones Mott teoak i Ares ones pe) Lt: A ‘ iat sb 8iau iA : 


ahah 202 i ours pr sane 


. rae 
Him AA el Ftc ee a Lae Cott ue « Dd gi tog@e. od ahs 
al, ‘ ; i . i oe ba s 
- : 7 bad Par eae ae ee} ee: 
dat sei tae all YRee eon we) Bers heey San i 
4 -., ; a. “ 


ey 
SS Bt ae penn bAcso Geni yi iy aioe sous dxe ons en Oo. ee 


Mian eon «belo Benes an UEODEIE tem, fetwopior gfe 


, Pat a" ke i 
‘oid rene, Bes sets ene, sae we FstcatMie est Os boca siete! a 
y ‘ y : Ys ; : Hh ic : 
i Ais 
oder Hoag as fhe sit) ait: thee 
a De 
4 7 EIQ! i agg hese bet fe Lato} aL pi aes, ae (wat ally’ we ig 
a 


ity add oho a fone qrymeks 28 i yt EAsicoae tails me 


f J . ¢ 
ih anisst vous .csiitads. wars pada, ‘ite aah Eis), wae Petdarinde ith; 


A | ; 
: yi ; : 
tee stat Io Norrentdat’ Bas Pibdes, Su ehiti teioe pone) ney La 


\ . M ; | 
ul | <_ W4 sy 4 ea : d 
a BRD On 2 gi Sty ei alt, : | \ fener wets Hoe aias a 
te Ge a oe al ag 2, aT by pees gaa Re 0 dager > ge 
. a ose, (ims (adsl ins ibe peyaoace 38 St). orient ii 
- y 7 i oe 4 ar fs “5 ' er 7 of 
ws $ 7 7 ‘ . . : : Foe aa! 
a tt | ain, spi nak isle nie 6 3986 sit 
: a Ll aoe aby 


r) fo ie rn - bay ’ 
ea Sil soa foiling! eae BB, eiete Asst a 
: >, es Z - 
Nay 1 Ag 


ne - Ad a. : } ya 


at 
ae} ny x i Tb a - / ne hh j 
ae “xe nA a 
a 4 7 coe a _ ce oT ; 


: 
cur | Ca | oAri'e mise ‘da m- vote bahia snc ae Seas AE = 2 : ay. ‘ 
Bie ie dhial mu 


<I 

ie 
. Pty 
A es* 


45 


is to include the comment (i.e., explanation or description) that the 
position makes upon the P-domain; and this amounts, of course, to de- 
fining the P-domain specifically in the way suggested by the estab- 
lished position. Thus, the use of an established position in the 
construction of a new theoretical position is a sanctioning (or con- 
demning) of the established position's comment upon the P-domain. 

The suggestion that established theoretical positions are embed- 
ded within or at least related to a paradigm does not, however, mean 
that such positions are not related to each other except by means of 
paradigms; for a constructed position may rely explicitly upon a 
position that has become embedded within the paradigm, and may be 
aimed at either elucidating this position within the paradigm, or 
strengthening the position in an attempt to expand it to a more dom- 
inant role within the paradigm. Established theoretical positions 
related in this way can be considered here to be approaches, and it is 
in this sense that speech acts (to be discussed in Chapter 3) can be 
considered to be an approach; for while the original formulation was 
suggested by Austin (1962) as a theoretical position that was embedded 
in the paradigm of the philosophy of language, the fact that this 
position has served as a focal point for other philosophers such as 
Searle (1969) has served to strengthen Austin's position, and has thus 
made speech acts an approach to philosophy of language by increasing 
its significance within the general paradigm to the point where it 
could be contended that the study of speech acts should be, itself, 
the paradigm for the philosophy of language. 

What has been suggested here is illustrated in Figure 4 in 


terms of first order definition of the P-domain and the construction 


* 


: ik Vals ag, coe 
aie abit tat: sab at seen. a 
‘hag 9) yaetaelc ae sean de Saal rth 


Nellie enti 9g 1 he mireepe? yew kt cit oe ; 


J oe 
«tien oi. RaaneLteBe 4, /As Hodes age iid yan co pee 


mont! BAT wea dn iii sik = Steag Satelite i al | 


, ; Pat . i ae, vm 


cer igs panded Peet: =xdor9 con Pideize Dats epileaatiaee ae 


NAS <7 SME | 9S - n= 7) _ ‘ie ust 6 f oF hike’ sesaP 4S ew 


int? nb prt Wem: ey Hiagids 2 2 ‘RE 36, Ans 


mins . sats Neo dose G) o: ree der: ks rc vt 
Yih) eee fe at 2 ; a } Th: Oh Te CY + f Chere 5 ‘3 a 
Geir) Wind Ga v bond. rs : ey | j enti ox ott meee” 
% fit TPG S - 101 yee iedlia py ppenioe mn ale bl 
; a a ; 5.x 4 oa Hrs 19'S 4 on i hae ea 
I is i ree Ne eis rh Na 7a sad nrg ate 
39 BGI) 96 oq Of ous & nr ir. yeu’ Sarit abe 
id? nee beeepieka & | 1)" POD ratelpan, $889" wil 
= ; ‘ ry " 
: FEU yee Cam eee icy Seto AT isi 1h ueaedbige 1, st ber bir 


yen 
a) i sort. pol tieey desis seee? ® ga nthe), ite: a Ba * 
j 

¢ ahs = 


9 i at . Seoupriet 7S | 2 a5 or bs Dh 9 wi saree 4 fii. 


aye 


4 \j Site AiG Téa ing Sarnath +($) HI, hiss ot ar ve road . anil a ‘ ism 
| st oad 


i ott fod bete (athi tece S nlicuA epee aie Oo oo er Bus ait 2 
see ~~ ae ud 2 2 : ’ ‘ f 7 ‘4 7 


v fqpeel ing: o HSRC ag as ioe ‘ipsa 


tom 
h 
t 
. 
-— 
~ 
- 
~ 
i 
~ 
‘ 


t- 


a I, fi! exe Wh tude eile oe instr: Se a9 Landay a am 58 bese er : 


{£22 t) eo Dios goon, aj toes od anes fai jena 


| | A Mibecs 34 
: | ap . |) ‘oiphoipe i ution tig 


: 
r) Ja 


- ee a i >. out nd ne | BE Ltt 


Lolb we 


j 
7 | 


- : a 
ine - gies vis Saher we vines SORE ede. Ri laa oBy6 


-_ 7 


ae ne 


ar ee ae By 


46 


Constructed Theoretical Position 
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Figure 4 Revised View of the Theoretical Context. 
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of a theory. The first order definitional paradigm is shown as a set 
of established positions on a continuum ranging from generality to 
specificity. Parts of this paradigm are utilized in order to define a 
P-domain from whatever underlying "reality" there may be. This P- 
domain provides the basic question or problem for the constructed 
position, shown here as a theory/no model position. While the con- 
struction of the position may involve the use of established positions, 
these are embedded within the paradigm in which they function, and 
when invoked, are applied by means of the constructed theory to the 
definition of the P-domain. The constructed theory itself, of course, 
is thus a comment not only upon the underlying reality, but upon the 
paradigm by means of which the P-domain is defined, and consequently 
is constructed in order to supplement the definitional paradigm. 

In second and more complicated orders of definition, additional 
paradigms are invoked and the definition of the P-domain is obtained 
by means of a synthesis of the different established positions within 
the paradigms. The constructed theory can, in such cases, be intended 
either to establish a new paradigm (e.g., psycholinguistics, cognitive 
science, psychobiology) or may be intended to supplement one or more 


of the paradigms that are invoked in the definition of the P-domain. 


The Position of the Present Study 


While a general framework has now been described by means of 
which the present study can be considered, this framework has been 
articulated as a static view of the construction of theoretical posi- 
tions and of the theoretical context. The construction of a theo- 


retical position, however, is more often a process, as is the defin- 


tee ‘oe owed gh iis 
oF creat eh ' 


nies ode elediy abot a se ere oma 


Bice rere er Ppa paoniint ‘RY 66 se pr ne a “a ri % ae 
atts fy eyoude sbabiaetvaye wit co ee. ‘ns petit mind 


vie 22 skiers yaa ie aM See edad ris> Ripe zig 


oy 


iid Mead, dnd (wad ote a ease M14. preven je ‘98 esti 


Hie bpeecooNbad | Batit Naleedt hie Ree AS cou ‘Be — 
bigers ay! fori]! pmo rag 4 came oes ot yateiind ned pore 


ie 


&F fos’ nek balieth “Sis saRyo: waieei ho 5 (eee bits tse at 
- my a i 
Fyal | en Bisetet erg de eee sa ten ia bit 1 ana {SAB 86 
i ts I = Df sora tH be F2Ses ee rp ow at 
ear F 
Bycihsn, em dua La geo Reeods a Wi a 
i] 
; as y pe 
pit EONovEed 4. pa) Court fons} cf a i} 5 fed. ot an ot 
7 : 
Paced 4 = 
tc sieleting ty PabAetige F eit “%, ee Os itz eset egy aie 
. | | ma 
Bi 16 Wee Si ne peacdh SI FG: cE ones Seay 
4 it “ a a 
ee Nei T) Git. hp ees BS peel Sl) 
ae a ice * Ae Wd. Boyt saen Acs 
ie aod eee ew a Abbe 
7: ; - ; 7 
eines abel seaaetst Bc te | sheave 


— 


m | ~ i ~ i ; \ we 
ys ta a 2a ast p enalabees a 


wi) ; an = 
ppeiry me 
ant 


48 


ition of a P-domain when defined by more than one order of definition; 
consequently, in applying this framework to the present study it is 
necessary to consider this framework as more dynamic in nature. 

While different orders of definition of P-domains have been 
discussed, in cases such as the present study the description of a 
defined P-domain as being a particular order is the result of attempts 
to elucidate various aspects of a given P-domain. In the present study, 
the P-domain has been given a basic first order definition in the first 
chapter by invoking the field of reading, as a special aspect of the 
Education field. In terms of this first order definition, the problem 
that has arisen has been the nature of reading-as-communication. This 
problem has been interpreted in terms of the reader so that the basic 
question has been understood to involve the reader as recipient of 
meaningful communication. Associated with this problem is the identi- 
fication of a functional approach to language as an important aspect 
of a view of communication. 

Since the reading paradigm does not offer a useful view of the 
functional aspects of language, or meaningful communication, it is 
necessary for the purposes of the present study to invoke a different 
paradigm which can make available established positions that elucidate 
this functional approach. For the present purposes, theories from the 
philosophy of language will be considered in Chapter 3 of this study, 
making accessible the approaches of Gricean meaning and speech acts. 
These established positions will be used to provide a basis for the 
construction of a theoretical position. In the course of considering 
these established positions, however, the importance of the communi- 


cation situation and participants' knowledge of this situation will 
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become apparent. Since the clarification of this aspect is necessary 
in order to describe the reader as recipient of meaningful communi- 
cation, the paradigm of speech communication will be used in Chapter 

4 in order to elucidate this area. In order to clarify the view that 
results from the synthesis of philosophy of language and speech com- 
munication, the paradigm of cognitive science will be invoked in order 
to make available various positions embedded within it. This will 
result in a third order definition of participants' knowledge of com- 
munication situations, and the construction of a synthesized theory 
of the nature of human communication. An analog model of the nature 
of the knowledge that participants bring to bear in communication situ- 
ations will then be given. 

While the beginning point of this study has been the field of 
reading, the theory that will have been developed will be concerned 
with language communication in general; and a fourth order definition 
of the P-domain in Chapter 5 will involve a definition in terms of 
reading, and the application of this theory to the reader. This will 
take the form of a synthesized model presented as a tentative list of 
the ways in which a reader can contextualize a written text. This 
model is, of course, limited by the way in which the P-domain will 
have been defined, and further limited by the established positions 
that have been used. This is, however, the case with any synthesized 
model; for since such a model involves a synthesis of various theo- 
retical positions, it will always be limited by the positions that are 
synthesized. 

While this gives a general description of the method of the 


present study, it should be noted that the definition of the P-domain, 
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and the invoking of established positions, is actually more complicated 
than is suggested by the claim of a fourth order definition. This is 
the case since both the areas of speech communication and cognitive 
science are not yet far removed from Bee order definitions of their 

own P-domains. Also, use will be made of an area of rhetoric that has 
been defined by those in speech communication and those in the phil- 
osophy of language. For the purposes of describing the method of this 
study, however, the general description given above is sufficient 

Since its purpose has been only to indicate the general method, not 

to give a specific account of the intricacies of a complex definition 


of the P-domain. 


Summary 


In this chapter, a view of constructed theoretical positions 
has been given that involves a consideration not only of the nature 
of theoretical positions themselves, but the relation of these positions 
to the theoretical context in which they are constructed. This frame- 
work has been applied to the method of the present study, and an indi- 
cation has been given of the course of development of this study. This 
has served to justify the method of the present study, and to indicate 
the basis upon which it will be presented. The following chapter will 
begin the process of constructing a theory of language communication 
by invoking the paradigm of philosophy of language, and considering 


the approaches of Gricean meaning and speech acts. 
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CHAPTER 3 


TWO THEORETICAL APPROACHES FROM THE 
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE 


As was indicated in the introduction to this study, the com- 
municative aspects of reading will be approached here by means of 
functional views of language. These functional views will provide a 
basis for considering the nature of linguistic communication, and will 
ultimately provide a basis for considering the communicative aspects 
of reading. 

In this chapter, two functional approaches to linguistic com- 
munication will be considered: Gricean meaning, and speech acts. 

Both have received considerable recognition and comment in philosophy; 
and while objections have been made to particular accounts, the question 
has generally not been whether or not the two approaches identify 
important aspects of language, but rather how these aspects are to 

be accounted for and described. The consideration of both of these 
views is of interest here since the study of speech acts centers upon 
the description of linguistic utterances, while the study of Gricean 
meaning centers upon the participants who deal with such utterances. 
Thus, for the present purposes, the two approaches can be understood 
to complement each other such that together they provide a basis for 

a view of linguistic communication. 

While it would be possible to present only a brief account of 
both Gricean meaning and speech acts here, it has been considered 
desirable to give a fuller account. This decision has resulted from 
the fact that the growing interest in these two approaches has led to 


some questionable interpretations and applications. For example, 


SL 


a RON a 


%, 


2 


Aa 
oe 
+4 
A 
a" 
7O% 


¢ Ae 2. oa i ae ae 
tas 4 All ine faaa | =" Wade fut ‘ [8c ce a 


‘ % Pry many 


ea? Br ssern Pie ee are 
co anitien Was, oan pe ipa ‘agen is ee 


Vid este acho ee te ey see 


i, levi 


ms ~ hy eR 2 | ¥y 
J. xt Hig setae te ioiohide are eid eben sie ai : 


hi , 
pas “i Pe Moe 


. 
’ 
‘ 


7 


ads: , oe Ney 


¥ 


i j 


tet Oe aA Lae - wee h Lt " 
nity ie: noddien By i 2 a i OT Bd NL al dive ha nes 


; 
‘a 


Mu als day tntretth és ‘a ws 5 pelt he 


T ' i 
>> L be 7 Ps 
: , a, 
is Leteis arb at 2h ote dint 1a cad Tb et eae 
HE c FANT wos Hels ‘ eis 43 a) arcane’ nnienpbieg | 
BIST LIPO. J ieG@: el oe staal: ne cots soo 
atl? saecinag! etd, ant Li PPB) ai 
ra is r and wot Seng4 des) .sPRLege ZO FTIR | 
A x Hi 7 ; 
i, nel decabiaos 6h SRN obee Se aoe Reraaee a 
® ' 
teen Py tin LCs ~ Site Balen | ; Shes gated’ ve 
"a Sy, 
fers , 
fly. Bae IaROL 93 295 UE mS > saa er 
’ 
> 
o : EI PAIS YEG tals: menu 219th" 
- Ie ITE CARS ANT, HOSOI) Rea arb Ba > | 
4 3 | 
at =e yr (ais ab 23pee, 2602) Hons. 249nse os 
. ate i \¥ aT 
‘ . Pays 
AGT Sa Ta ieersy, 42? aad: 40 ae 
id 
Fh he 38 Viao mana we Og she sfiagiyn, OR aah e 
f Y . ; + & LS iw) 
’ he a 
6 Shp pass iS q ne) — Saal aIe 
) 
: B jut ’ 


: ie 
. & ae 


De 


Olson (1977) has argued that illocutionary forces can be considered 
to be the rhetorical aspects of utterances, and that in written language 
"this rhetorical aspect may disappear" (p. 20). While this contention 
does not seem out of place in the context of Olson's article, the 
suggestion that illocutionary forces can "disappear" in written language 
is inaccurate, and indicates that Olson has misinterpreted the nature 
of illocutionary forces and speech acts. Similarly, Olson reports that 
"Grice has recently developed a general theory of the relation between 
what one says and what one meant" (p. 20) and cites Grice's discussion 
of conversational implicatures as the source of this theory. While it 
is true that Grice has given descriptions of what is necessary for an 
utterer to mean something by an utterance, this theory is not given in 
the source cited by Olson; and the discussion of conversational implic- 
atures that Olson does cite must be considered within the context of 
Grice's account of meaning in order for the relevance of these implic- 
atures to be understood. 

Since misinterpretations such as Olson's are not as infrequent 
as they should be, it is considered desirable to present in this chapter 
a fuller and more philosophically oriented account than is strictly 
necessary for the present study. This account is intended to clarify 
not only what the approaches of Gricean meaning and speech acts describe 
but also what the major philosophical difficulties with these accounts 
have been. In doing this it will be necessary to present arguments 
and issues that may seem too obscure to be important for an educational 
application; but since both of these approaches seem to be gaining in 
prominence, it is necessary that educators be tela of the problems, 


as well as the substance, of positions that are based upon these 


ii. aT, ’ ia] ned Homo il =r i i y i rae e : 
“~ : 7 * : ena y ? a oe: 


shail, nese ce seis bye vane aire. secooeaa of , 
| ‘as word fi ii Maa “‘degnie er Sati sectipvestt'’ 


and PSD ake sixth \ | 
f i oe 
Styesia Bi nwalo pe pers ae ao 0654 roy sive aoe 
tf ey } te f : sy ie ; is 
i 7 ’ » 


eee es * Ebina Fe pee eens, yasAet + bath sheet 


: ae 
Micka, sea eee sa Ves an yi fh Ae 105°2 spdapunis fine | gat wae 
, Te Seat si ; Ente el dopagn hee ne 7 ebb ae, poem 2 ols 
ii : i be (esanei, 6 Pateved) eiewows s ead: 
GL an eae ae, 
S71 “ti, % . 15 > 1) aban pore eey, Pre ass 
t mE dj : jee: Bor Sr Ht . of af Bia wi is tbat Baste" 


74a . sanaseeiow ae eie rise HAO, are or 


} 
«" one se ~~ Se 


Oe eee AME a at Wek as, ae AGELO, void 
| catew' da/ 408 ta6ac. Be eee oe since 


7" pode" all ott aa MS .f 

iy J hae - 7 _. 

6 *poplO ab fond Seles. ora ae sith Peis | 
7 i . 

a ' gfdevbeabd bawebienos 81 Ste Bouin : ' 


| a 2 
“pyows - Horners ae ge dhe § Sryeme A Lacy. ab ise ce 


2 


; F Loan i sApopns "alae ~ 33:1. 2098e30 
i EEE 
2 c ) ie years iP ew 30° S50 5008 S48 
| sd etiei at tip We ida iain ion 
a> str ee tt. A% a 4 ibe s Os eee oe ad a Lug 44 Fes 
“4 ; ; ; ; ll 
7 oe agains 2Aaipig OF wIseeeone Slt. 24 ante eniah ‘ar on 
i 1 ; } F on 7 J A io, : : 
‘ ond) S6o,4w te. 262 GRBs IRE i ad prensa dF: ota 2 gna aaeiis: Bai val 
re . vee) Az i a, 
, < i “ ¥ »§. nt ne 
; = a : - : 4 ¥ 4 ¥ - 7 as P + < é 
DA. = ml prea sd y od Rae hae) nes z sta ty: Wi. 2 — 


a) eu . - “" * : 2 ‘_ } WV va pe 


i = ; ‘*6 a a - 

eh) 7 dee 0. samelies 2; air 36 eee = ¥e mane bie im ; * 

fi ; q - f 7) =A 
i” ae ae ay 


rea ‘BaSrkt AOR pio et mane. myited ion, ag. en 
Li > of anv, ; 


3 ee rk | 
-s 5 @} To 7 ae | 


- 7 7 _ 
7 a ae > E > = i) 
<a) 4 weay) - 
6 hii aA) eee io! 


approaches. 

In presenting these two approaches, however, it is important 
to recognize that both have evolved from an original position by means 
of criticisms and modifications. Thus, while Grice's (1957) early 
account of meaning has been revised and reformulated by both Grice 
(1969) and Schiffer (1972), the basis of these later accounts is still 
the early Grice (1957) position. In presenting each of these ap- 
proaches, then, the original position will first be presented in some 
detail, and will then be considered in regards to the major objections 


that have been made, and the modifications that have been suggested. 


Theoretical Positions in Regards 
to Non-Natural Meaning 


The first theoretical approach to language communication that 
will be considered here is that of Gricean meaning, so called because 
the original analysis and formulation is by Grice (1957). The focus 
of this approach is upon a kind of meaningful communication that 
includes language communication as one possible realization. Asa 
result, while much of the following discussion does not deal explicitly 
with language, the relevance of this discussion lies in the fact that 
the same principles are involved in communication with language as 
are involved in some other types of meaningful communication. 

Natural versus Non-Natural Meaning 

Grice begins his analysis of meaning by distinguishing between 
what he terms natural and non-natural meaning. The former refers 
basically to natural signs that are in some way meaningful in and of 
themselves, as in the following examples: 


(1) Those spots mean measles. 
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(2) That cloud means rain. 
In contrast to this type of meaning, Grice suggests that non-natural 
meaning involves the use of arbitrary or conventional signs in order 
for an utterer to mean something that is not implicit in the sign 
itself. This type of non-natural meaning is illustrated in the fol- 
lowing examples: 

(3) When the bell rings, it means that class is over. 


(4) When the curb is painted red, it means that parking is not 
allowed. 


In cases of non-natural meaning, the signs are arbitrary in regards to 
the meaning that they are intended to convey; and, as in examples (3) 
and (4), other signs could be used to mean the same thing. This is 
not, however, the case with natural signs, as in (l) and (2), where 
the meaning must be considered to be an inherent part of the sign 
itself. 

The distinction between natural and non-natural meaning can be 

clarified by comparing the following two examples suggested by Grice: 

(5) Smith wants to suggest to Jones that Jones's wife is having 
an affair with Collins. Consequently, Smith shows Jones a 
photograph of Ms. Jones and Collins in a compromising sit- 
uation. 

(6) Smith wants to suggest to Jones that Jones's wife is having 
an affair with Collins. Consequently, Smith draws a picture 
of Ms. Jones and Collins in a compromising situation, and 
shows the drawing to Jones. 

According to Grice, (5) is a case of natural meaning since the photo- 
graph is natural evidence that can be used by Jones to draw his own 
conclusions. In (6), however, the drawing is not natural evidence 
in the same way that the photograph is since Jones must base his con- 


clusions on the fact that Smith drew the picture with a particular 


intention, and presented it to Jones with the intention that Jones 
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should recognize that Smith thinks that Ms. Jones is having an affair 
with Collins. This differs from the case in (5); for in (5) Jones does 
not have to recognize Smith's intention, and does not, in fact, even 
need to know that Smith is aware that such a photograph exists. If 
Jones were to chance upon the photograph accidently, it would still 
serve as natural evidence of the affair; but if Jones were to chance 
upon the drawing, it would only offer evidence that someone may think 
that his wife is having an affair with Collins. 

According to Grice, linguistic communication must be considered 
to be a type of non-natural meaning rather than a type of natural 
meaning. This seems evident from the fact that if a linguistic utter- 
ance were considered to have a natural meaning, the natural meaning 
of an utterance type could not have different meanings when used upon 
different occasions. This point can be illustrated by noting that the 
utterance "It's raining" can have different meanings when used upon 
different occasions. In one situation it might mean "I'll need my 
umbrella," while upon another it could mean "The baseball game will 
probably be cancelled." If linguistic utterances were considered to 
be natural signs it would be difficult, if not impossible, to account 
for such diversity of meaning since the utterance would have to be 
natural evidence for a certain fact or state of affairs in the same 
way that a cloud can be natural evidence that means rain. This is 
not to suggest, of course, that there cannot be different interpret- 
ations of what a natural sign means, or that one cannot be wrong about 
the meaning of a natural sign; for it is perfectly possible to be 
wrong in thinking that certain spots mean measles or that a cloud 


means rain. The point here, however, is that the meaning of the spots 
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or the cloud, when considered as signs, will be a natural meaning 
Since the spots and the cloud will be taken to be natural events, 
or evidence. This is not, however, the case with a linguistic utter- 
ance since the sounds or marks used to make such an utterance are 
arbitrary and do not have a meaning in and of themselves. 

It is important to note here that in making this distinction 
between natural and non-natural meaning, Grice is not suggesting 
that these are the only types of meaning, or that all cases of meaning 
can be explained in terms of natural or non-natural signs. Thus, the 
kind of meaning suggested by the statement "Getting the job meant a 
lot to John" is not a case of either natural or non-natural meaning, 
but rather refers to a type of meaning that is not of concern to 
Grice's analysis since it deals not with the meaning of signs, but 
with the meaning of experiences. Grice's primary concern, then, is 
with the meaning of non-natural signs; and since most of the following 
discussion in this section will be concerned with this type of non- 
natural meaning, this is what the term "meaning" will, unless other- 
wise indicated, be used to refer to. When it is necessary to make 


li 


this explicit, the terms "meaning (meaning--non-natural) or 


"Gricean meaning" will be used. 
The Early Grice Account of Meaning 

While the above discussion had distinguished between the meaning 
of natural signs and the meaning that is communicated by means of non- 
natural signs, it has not addressed the problem of what is necessary 
in order for an individual to mean something in this non-natural sense. 
Since language communication is one realization of this type of meaning, 


a description of what is necessary for an utterer to mean something 
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will also be a description of what is necessary to mean something 
linguistically. 

In order for an individual to mean something with a non-natural 
sign, Grice suggests that it is necessary that the sign be "uttered" 
in some way, with the intention of producing some response or belief 
in an audience. This is readily apparent in example (6) above, in 
which Smith draws a picture of Ms. Jones and Collins. Clearly this 
picture was drawn and shown to Jones ("uttered") with the intention of 
producing the response in Jones that Jones is to believe that (Smith 
thinks that) Ms. Jones is having an affair with Collins. 

While this seems quite clear, it does not differentiate cases 
of meaning from cases of natural meaning; for it can be argued that 
in showing Jones a photograph, Smith also has the intention of producing 
a response or belief in Jones. Grice notes that: 

Clearly we must at least add that, for x to have meant 

anything, not merely must it have been "uttered" with the 

intention of inducing a certain belief but also the utterer 
must have intended an "audience" to recognize the intention 

behind the utterance. (p. 382) 

Thus, in the example under consideration, Smith must not only intend 

to produce a belief in Jones by showing him the drawing, but must also 
intend that Jones recognize this intention to produce the belief. 
Unfortunately, this still does not suffice to exclude cases of natural 
meaning, such as the case of Smith showing Jones a photograph; for in 
this case, too, Jones can recognize that it is Smith's intention to 
produce a belief. Therefore, even these two conditions are not suf- 
ficient to distinguish cases of meaning from cases of natural meaning. 


Grice suggests that in order to resolve this apparent dilemma 


it is necessary to recognize that these two intentions of the utterer 
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(i.e., to produce a response, and for the audience to recognize this 
intention to produce a response) do not function independently. Rather, 
it must be specified that the utterer intends that the audience's recog 
nition of the utterer's intention must serve as at least part of the 
reason for the audience's response. Thus, in the case of Smith showing 
the drawing to Jones, it is Smith's intention to produce a belief in 
Jones by means of Jones's recognition of Smith's intention to produce 
this response. In other words, Smith must intend the following: when 
Jones looks at the drawing of his wife and Collins, he must recognize 
that Smith intends him to believe that his wife is being unfaithful 
with Collins; and his recognition of Smith's intention in showing him 
the drawing must be at least part of the reason for his believing this. 

In contrast to this case, when Smith shows Jones a photograph 
of Ms. Jones and Collins, he intends to produce a response in Jones, 
but intends that this response will result not from Jones's recognition 
that Smith believes that Ms. Jones is being unfaithful. Rather, he 
intends that Jones will come to his belief on the basis of the natural 
evidence of the photograph. Thus, Smith does not intend that part of 
Jones's reason for believing about the affair will be Jones's recog- 
nition that he (Smith) intends to produce this belief. 

While this seems, perhaps, needlessly confusing, the result is 
that a set of conditions have been established which seem to distinguish 
cases of meaning from cases of natural meaning. These conditions are 
necessary insofar as a case of meaning. must meet them, and they are 
sufficient insofar as a case that meets these conditions is a case of 
meaning _- Since linguistic communication is a type of meaning.» the 


meaning of a linguistic utterance can be understood in terms of these 
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intentions of the utterer; and this provides a method of considering 
the meaning of a given utterance when uttered upon a particular oc- 
casion. 

In order to clarify this description, and the distinctions that 
have been made, Grice's original conditions can be stated succinctly 
in a form similar to the one suggested by Strawson (1964). In the 
following definition, U can be understood to represent the utterer, 

A the audience, and x the actual utterance. The description can then 
be given as follows: 

DEFINITION 1: 

U meant something by x if and only if U intends: 

(1) to produce by uttering x a response r in A, 

(2) “that A«<recognize U's intention, (1), 

(3) that (2) shall function as at least part of A's reason 

EO. &s 
It is notable that in this first definition of meaning, the meaning of 
the linguistic expression is not considered to be something apart from 
the intentions with which the expression is uttered. Rather, a lin- 
guistic utterance becomes meaningful only because it is uttered with 
the appropriate intentions to produce some type of response (often a 
belief) in the audience. For example, it was suggested above that the 
utterance "It's raining" can, upon different occasions, mean both "I'll 
need my umbrella" and "The baseball game will probably be cancelled." 
Whichever of these meanings the utterance has is determined not by the 
characteristics of the utterance itself, but rather results from the 
intentions with which it is uttered. Thus, the utterer can mean that 
he will need his umbrella if the utterance is made with the appropriate 
intentions, as follows: 


U meant that (A is to believe that) he will need his umbrella by 
uttering "It's raining" if and only if U intends: 


pista ent 


. a ie ; oy 
tot talgesiss 


nel «4 i 
> 3h A 
7 | 
4 
{ 
a 
: 
res , 
’ 
+ 
; 
i iM 
r ~ 
- r d = 
te Tato oe ¢om- re | 
_ 7 - 
> +» 
- = cn 
7 Pais! Ws 


—_ A 7 ‘ : ; : ' - 
pies Cae Lyuoeeqyn St (tth shal a ane Se Mt ae Ke = oe oe : 
iA Wie ; 


‘ : 7 


: : ed 
5 ; 

i ' ip a FS a 7 ie : 7 ie 
38 pete rie, RUBS iis ua aie ae ie 


 feus diy, Bole S L 
x Cis) 7 co .* 3 iy’: 2 a, ee * ett 
' 


hy 
a) 
- : =e 
‘ | 
/ ‘} 
R : ‘ ot Ge 
f wi i att ith Viwres 1. Oa a We ios 
* i ; ey) 
4 Aa 2 of tio Toy os 
1@ +: Ae? Oe Lats wid k 
“ t a & 
es Le. b <G x: H Civ 
, \ ¥ 
: Baal 
4 Z ¢ aa} am ) i “a. 
J ‘ 
s 
« . had i 
eS ~-s eiTh) : or oP 1175 
ae - 
! 


oe 
le 
ne! 
. 


{ co ae ok rita ‘5 "= i 
os =a Ven cts 
ip GSE WUgse Fy: 
} =~] ‘%- Lats rt) ee 
: ; ‘i \ead - pe , . ; P 
sahnees, %. Sore ‘ev {Sn aed ragod Iai, Bee 
rn : \ ' 
; 2) £ ie 
abs ; oes “niin 7 : 
trepova Gy hie, 2 5906 he 4 74. SSCeee wid. wl Me 


“ 


. cee ae - yore 
ayotapaco Jacega tb. too mee Semtore ria ee _ as 
° +2 o@ \r4 = “ . ' . 2 AY f 
; hae a 


| ee. 
em amicecesa lid = ity ; ney a ean? erat] atid “ 


@ % % i 


} a e aad ,° 
i 7 i 
ban /inftod ob’ Si ot-or Sadao au So aie 3m ates soa . 
| - a i ae 
suTomes iokees tu: Miners, aoe a=4 ay was sto, pale 
fan ry a ony aA. [i ie er os 
ee; Biel ed ee 4 Sa » ivy roid , fant te a We ve mee 


Co. | ; a " om 4 
+ ‘ . a " Pe oy . 

n en | - 

. his fies alkeees ed ina el ae 1a ds pues 

anita tal O58 — ‘inp 


or ! 


(1) to produce by uttering "It's raining" a response in A such 

that A believes that U believes that he needs his umbrella, 

(2) that A recognize that U intends to produce this belief in A, 

(3) that A's recognition that U intends to produce this belief 

in A is at least part of A's reason for believing that U 
needs his umbrella. 
When the meaning of "It's raining" is described in this manner, it is 
clear that in order for the utterer to mean by his utterance that "The 
baseball game will probably be cancelled" he would have to make this 
utterance with a completely different set of intentions. 
Objections to the Early Grice Account 

While Grice (1969) has contended that his early account of 
meaning was intended to serve only as a model for an account of meaning, 
not as that account itself, this was not made clear in his early article. 
Consequently, various objections have been raised against his descrip- 
tion. For the present purposes, these objections can be considered in 
terms of two basic lines of argument. 

Linguistic meaning versus utterance meaning. The first type of 
objection that has been made to Grice's account is that it denies the 
nature of linguistic meaning. This argument has been made by Ziff 
(1967), who contends that linguistic utterances have meaning in and of 
themselves which is independent of the particular occasion-meaning that 
results from the utterer's intentions to produce a response (see Appen- 
dix B). Thus, according to Ziff, the utterance "It's raining" should 
be understood to have a meaning that is independent of such occasion- 
meanings as "I'll need my umbrella." Basically, Ziff's argument is that 
a consideration of the formal properties of a linguistic utterance 
yields a linguistic meaning which is more fundamental than the occasion- 


meaning. Consequently, Ziff contends that Grice's account is a descrip- 


tion of the use of language, and not an account of linguistic meaning. 
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Grice (1968) has responded to this type of objection by arguing 
that the formal properties are not basic, but that the formal lin- 
guistic meaning should be described as what one would normally mean 
by an utterance of a particular sentence type. Thus, there is a time- 
less meaning, or what one would normally mean by an utterance, and an 
applied meaning, which is the meaning that a timeless utterance has 
when uttered upon a particular occasion. This solution seems, how- 
ever, to generate fresh difficulties; for as Searle (1969) suggests, 
it seems to become necessary for the utterer to intend that there be 
some recognized relationship between the nature of the utterance itself 
and the intended response (belief). Grice (1969) has, however, argued 
that this is not really the case, and that apparent counter-examples 
are not really counter-examples at all. The arguments advanced by 
Ziff and Searle, and Grice's responses, are considered in more detail 
in Appendix B. 

Despite his denial, Grice admits that counter-examples of the 
type suggested above could be constructed by specifying the appropriate 
circumstances; and thus, in order to meet such an example if one were 
produced, he offers a revision to his account of meaning by suggesting 
that it is possible to distinguish feature(s), £, of an utterance, 
which can be correlated through some mode, c, with the appropriate 
response or belief. In order for an utterer to mean something in this 
revised sense, he must not only have the intentions stated in Definition 
1, but must also intend that the utterance have certain features, and 
that his audience recognize these features and correlate them to the 
desired response. Reformulated, this can be stated as follows: 


DEFINITION 2: 
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U meant something by x if and only if U intends: 

(1) A to think x possesses f, 

(2)ipaeto ctoinksU intends, .(1), 

(3) A to think of £f as correlated in way c with the type to 

which r belongs, 
(4) A to think U intends (3), 
(5) A to think on the basis of the fulfillment of (1) and (3) 
that U intends A to produce r, 
(6) A, on the basis of the fulfillment of (5), to produce r. 
(modified from Grice, 1969, p. 164) 

Tt is notable that, as with Definition 1, this revised definition is 
given in terms of an utterer's intentions and an audience's recognition 
of these intentions, suggesting that in the case of meaningful com- 
munication some type of mutual understanding is brought about or 
realized. While the number of intentions necessary for U to mean 
something has increased in this second definition, a careful examination 
of these conditions indicates that this complexity is due to the fact 
that U is perceived as intending that his utterance have certain 
features that are correlated in a certain way to the desired response, 
and that he intends A to recognize that this is intended. Some of the 
features of a linguistic utterance will, of course, lead to the time- 
less meaning of an utterance-type; and while these features would 
generally be extremely important, they would usually not be the only 
features that the utterer would intend to be recognized; for there 
would also be features related to the situation in which the utterance 
occurs which would allow the utterance-type to be interpreted in an 
appropriate manner in order to yield the occasion-meaning. 

While the formulation given here as Definition 2 seems adequate 
to account for the timeless meaning of utterances, and for difficulties 
that could arise in regards to this timeless meaning (see Appendix B), 


it raises a question as to the nature of the modes of correlation that 


an audience is intended to use to relate the distinguished features of 
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the utterance to the appropriate response or belief. While Grice has 
not elaborated upon this subject, a partial answer seems available in 
what Grice (1967) terms conversational implicatures. These implic- 
atures are designed to account, in a general way, for the fact that in 
normal conversational situations there is a continuity that is not 
describable purely in terms of the formal structures of the linguistic 
utterances. 

Conversational implicatures are, according to Grice, implic- 
ations that can be drawn from a linguistic utterance, but which are 
not conventionally part of the timeless meaning of the utterance-type 
of which the utterance is a token. Central to such implicatures is 
some type Of Cooperative Principle which the participants observe in 
conducting the conversation. This principle can be stated as the 
prescriptive rule: "Make your conversational contribution such as is 
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or 
direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged" (Grice, 1967, 
p. 67). This general principle can, in turn, be divided into four 
categories, or maxims, which Grice terms quantity, quality, relation 
and manner. 

The quantity maxim specifies that the conversational contribution 
should be as informative as is required, but should not be more inform- 
ative than the situation calls for. The quality maxim demands that 
the contribution should be true, or that the utterer should have 
adequate evidence for asserting it. The relation maxim specifies that 
the contribution should be relevant to the on-going situation; and the 
manner maxim demands that the speaker avoid ambiguity or obscurity, 


and be orderly in his presentation. 
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Grice further suggests that these four categories of the Co- 
Operative Principle should be understood only as tentative formu- 
lations, and that in addition to such maxims there are probably: 

all sorts of other maxims (aesthetic, social, or moral in 

character) such as "Be polite," which are also normally 

observed by participants in talk exchanges, and these may 

also generate nonconventional implicatures. (p. 67) 

These implicatures must, then, be understood to be only examples of 
the types of maxims that operate in conversation, and which govern the 
communication between the utterer and his audience. 

Implicatures such as these suggested by Grice can, it would 
seem, function as modes of correlation between the features of an utter- 
ance and the response (belief) that the utterer intends to produce in 
his audience. This is not to say, however, that these implicatures 
relate an utterance to its meaning; for in Grice's account, the meaning 
results from the complex set of intentions with which the utterer makes 
his utterance. This is, in fact, where Olson (1977) becomes confused, 
as discussed in the introduction to this chapter; for Olson contends 
that Grice's discussion of conversational implicatures is a theory of 
meaning, even though Grice has elsewhere (Grice, 1957, 1968, 1969) 
quite clearly stated that linguistic meaning is dependent upon the 
intentions of the utterer, as discussed above. Implicatures can, then, 
be understood to function as modes of correlation between features of 
an utterance and the intended response, but cannot be substituted for 
an intentional description of meaning. 

The usefulness of conversational implicatures as modes of cor- 
relation is readily demonstrated by reconsidering the example suggested 
above in which the utterance "It's raining" can mean, in part, that 


"The baseball game will probably be cancelled." Since implicatures 
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deal with on-going situations, however, and the way in which utter- 
ances function within such situations, it is necessary to contextualize 
the utterance "It's raining" in order to understand how it implicates 

a meaning that is not readily obtainable from the timeless meaning of 
the utterance-type. Such a situation can be given briefly as the 
following exchange between Speaker A and Speaker B: 


A: Are you going to the baseball game today? 
Bema, Taaning. 


In order for A to understand B's response he must assume that the 
utterance by B is not random, but is governed by the Cooperative 
Principle, and particularly by the relevance maxim. B does not state 
that he is not going to the baseball game because the game will prob- 
ably be cancelled; but if his response is considered relevant, then it 
is implicated that he believes the game will be cancelled and therefore 
does not intend to go. While this implicature reflects a mode of cor- 
relation between the utterance and the belief that B wishes to produce 
in A, the meaning must still be considered to result from the set of 
intentions that B holds as an utterer, especially the intention that A 
will recognize this mode of correlation, and recognize that B intends 
Bor-him to recognize it. 

Conversational implicatures can, then, be considered one of the 
modes of correlation by means of which features of an utterance are 
related to the response (belief) that the utterer intends to produce 
in his audience. It must be emphasized, however, as Grice suggests, 
that these are not the only modes of correlation, or the only types 
of implicatures that are possible. Rather, the implicatures considered 
here represent one general mode of correlation that can supplement a 


mode based upon utterance-type meaning in order to account for an 
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occasion-meaning that differs from the timeless meaning of the 


utterance-type. 


Objections to the sufficiency of the early Grice account. The 


second type of argument that has been made against Grice's (1957) 
account is that it is not sufficient to rule out cases that do not 
involve meaning, but which do meet the criteria of Definitions 1 
and 2. Counter-examples of this type have been suggested by both 
Strawson (1964) and Schiffer (1972), and are based upon situations 

in which the utterer deceives his audience in a particular way. This 
deception is not, however, the type that is to be expected from, for 
example, a used-car salesman, but rather is such that the utterer has 
one more relevant intention than he intends his audience to recognize. 
Thus, the utterer deceives the audience in regards to his intentions, 
and does not really mean, anything even though his intentions are 
sufficient to meet the conditions of Definitions 1 and 2. What makes 
such counter-examples troublesome, however, is that in order to exclude 
them from being cases of meaning, it seems necessary to add an indef- 
inite number of meaning intentions (henceforth, M-intentions) such 
that the utterer must intend that his audience recognize more of his 
M-intentions. The specific objections and counter-examples that make 
up this line of argument are discussed in detail in Appendix C. 

Grice (1969) has responded to the argument that an indefinite 
number of M-intentions may be necessary by contending that such 
examples quickly become unrealistic and could never be realized in 
actual conversation. According to Grice, an utterer could not really 
intend that his audience draw the complex inferences necessary in 


order to recognize a large number of M-intentions since such reasoning 
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quickly becomes impossible: 

It is in general true that one cannot have intentions to 

achieve results which one sees no chance of achieving; and 

the success of intentions of the kind involved in communication 

requires those to whom communications or near-communications 

are addressed be capable in the circumstances of having 

certain thoughts and drawing certain conclusions. (p. 158) 
Even granting the validity of some of the counter-examples, Grice sug- 
gests that a point is reached in communication situations such that it 
becomes impossible for an utterer to intend that his audience go through 
a complex process of inferential reasoning in order to produce the 
intended response since the situation will not justify the audience's 
engaging in such complex inferencing. In short, human limitations 
being what they are, at some point it becomes impossible for U to 
intend a complex set of intentions since he cannot honestly believe 
that A will successfully infer this complex set of intentions. Thus, 
according to Grice, there cannot be an infinite number of counter- 
examples of this type since it quickly becomes impossible for U to 
intend to mean something in such a complex manner. 

While this argument suggests that there must be some limit upon 
the number of intentions that U can have, and the amount of reasoning 
he can reasonably expect of A, it does not indicate how to modify the 
definition of meaning. Grice offers two relevant suggestions in this 
regard. His first is that the number of intentions that U will have 
will depend upon the complexity of the situation, and will thus vary 
from one situation to another. Consequently, different definitions 
of meaning may be necessary for different types of situations. He 
concedes, however, that this solution is probably unacceptable, pre- 


sumably because it suggests that meaningful communication must be 


described on a case by case basis. Also, such an analysis does not 


y at » rh an? oe 
me al ane. ie a he 
; ne bee a , r ae SS i 
t i . 5 ¥ 
ee ; a A | 
: ' Milan ; 
: A Ve 
; q | #) 
f t va 
: i “ 
int oe t 
oh | ” j ; ate 3 


ad seantaiahaet Peet setae: 

ext vonive) daw te erat Wn) ae 
mals sod means rt het beard Bisa b! aril) 
eno’) sol MIC Ten 16 hire 
erived To zouybye) Wosk : 

‘ier. .o . eteber ines phatase 


ve 


” SE 


ae : nt 


auto | eelumene-seerige an? ) amine 36 ebay a 


#4 2249 doce act yee Es Lie £ ah fe iL wbdoeea. mt sues ee 


epiteeers. eit nevi ee of Waals a pnd 


ate enpeewis as nein eTh exit PS B44 sea abiea 20 
a enol tay i febkjaeh (Are inp yet eee Srp sey 
~% 
eHetedet thi (emga ySRORE ID |e ji hie ae SS 
4 be oFazaeodsd, 2omoney qulgs svi aK ary a 
f° ef 
et Lacey tar { ater a | ies TP b. Bin aan Ni he hoe ‘eine 
e went rose To Sse Meeeen, ett ahs yin eocrae ay 
Sai ate 2 Oe vi is b colts a | wre. baLios ‘d are} ria +4 ; ier ie eseils ree oF we 
? : ca 
] ‘ent 4 =a sy SOMA Dy Win: a uO 4 Vi saak— neha eis te 
f ‘fe ea 
ale ood 
yonrien xepaues, 6 Tee mt!’ apo ste. at 
nes Skok ” id Gao: sete Jos ay we wid, de snap atid: Sea 
e 
> : inhorse Sree BELT et | ae 8 
ett 2. ck j wed. SIesi born fon eaub) 2 F 
Bind atc andispepes J oeyaies: oO ange iia Pas “ehinesy a0: bs EES, 
oy a 
ir ine is is 
yg ht Ad Sere JET WO .se cma ort? 008. ed sis bias ot shoes 
{ wi : " \ 
ee wit fiw ins Wola posae ag whe 
enosvriiiat) Foarsthib (laneups “ieee 


es | sepobtiuade Tih, .t8 ic 


“970, Eidos game iene i sedaysce a 


eehan | 


sy deus ouiamy ROWE ap diac Soh es tea 
| ; - ie re 
J60 CSO HEV less 9G en ‘OeEh sates 
P 
j ve J oJ ' 
e t 


68 


rule out an infinite number of M-intentions, but rather suggests that 
the number of M-intentions that an utterer will have will be three or 
more. Such a vague analysis, however, almost amounts to not giving 
conditions for meaning at all; and if this position were accepted, it 
would suggest that an account would be required of how audiences recog- 
nize the appropriate number of M-intentions in a given situation. 

Grice's second suggestion for dealing with this type of problem 
is to note that these examples become increasingly complex and impos- 
sible to realize in actual situations. Consequently, it is possible 
to impose a limit on the complexity of what an utterer may intend. This 
can be accomplished either by setting a limit to the number of relevant 
M-intentions that the utterer can intend his audience to recognize, 
or by adding a clause which states that U cannot intend A to rely upon 
some type of inferencing which A is also intended to think that U 
intends to be false. For the present purposes, the first of these two 
solutions (i.e., setting a limit) can be adopted and given as Grice's 
final account of meaning, as follows: 

DEFINITION 3: 

U meant something by x if and only if U uttered x intending: 

(1) A to think x possesses f, 

(2)sAeto‘thinke.U intends, (1), 

(3) A to think of f£ as correlated in way c with the type to 

which r belongs, 
(4) A to think U intends (3), 
(5) A to think on the basis of the fulfillment of (1) and (3) 
that U intends A to produce r, 
(6) A, on the basis of fulfillment of (5), to produce r, 
(7) “A to. think U0 -intends: (6). 
(modified from Grice, 1969, p. 164) 

As in Definitions 1 and 2, this definition is based upon a mutual 


understanding between U and A. In this revised account, however, it 


is notable that the mutual understanding is more complex than in the 
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original Grice account given in Definition 1; for not only must the 
utterer intend (and the audience recognize) the features of the utter- 
ance and their correlation to the response, but the utterer must also 
intend (and the audience recognize) that this is, in fact, the utterer's 
intention; and this intention too must be intended to be recognized by 
the audience. 

Schiffer's Account of Meaning 

While Schiffer is in basic agreement with Grice in regards to 
counter-examples such as those suggested by Ziff and Searle, he differs 
from Grice in regards to counter-examples that challenge the sufficiency 
of the description. Rather than denying that complex M-intentions can 
form a part of meaning something, Schiffer accepts the potentially 
infinite nature of such intentions and argues that it is necessary to 
posit a mutual knowledge between the utterer and his audience in order 
to account for such intentions. 

The notion of mutual knowledge is, in itself, quite simple. 
Briefly, it is the knowledge that is involved when two or more indi- 
viduals know something, and also know that the other individuals know 
it, and know that the other individuals know that they know it, etc. 

As an example, Schiffer suggests that if U and A are seated at a table 
with a candle between them, and if certain preparatory conditions are 
met (e.g., both U and A are awake; neither is blind; both are looking 
across the table so that the candle impedes their view, etc.), it can 
be concluded that both U and A know that the candle is on the table, 
and that each knows that the other knows that the candle is on the 
table. In such a situation, U would also know enae A knows that U 


knows that the candle is on the table, and A would know that U knows 
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that A knows that the candle is on the table. Furthermore, both U's 
and A's knowledge can be extended indefinitely by continuing to posit 
further knowings about U's knowledge about what A knows, and A's know- 
ledge about what U knows. Thus, at the next level of knowing, U knows 
that A knows that U knows that A knows that the candle is on the table, 
and also knows that A knows that U knows that A knows that U knows 
that the candle is on the table; and the same type of knowing can also 
be posited for A. In abbreviated form, if K stands for "knows," and 
Ku and Ka represent "U knows" and "A knows," and what is known is Q, 


then mutual knowledge can be represented as the two potentially infinite 


series: 
KuQ and KaQ 
KuKaQ KakKuQ 
KuKakuQ KakuKaQ 
KukakuKaQ KakuKakuQ 


These series could, of course, be extended indefinitely; and when such 
is the case, it is what Schiffer terms a case Of mutual knowledge 
between U and A. 

The use of the term "knowledge" in this context is, of course, 
somewhat questionable since U does not "know" as a certainty that A 
knows, etc.; and Schiffer acknowledges this special sense of the term 
by including an asterisk after the term, and suggesting that "belief" 
may be more appropriate. "Belief," however, does not really seem to 
be adequate either; for U does not believe that A knows, etc., in the 
usual sense of the term, but rather believes that he knows that A 
believes that he knows, etc. Thus, the knowings involved in mutual 


knowledge seem to be beliefs about what is known, and certainly do not 
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include the degree of certainty implied in the sense of the term "know- 
ledge" when used in expressions such as "I know that when I drop this 
bad. t. Will, fab..." 

Another difficulty that arises with mutual knowledge is the 
potentially infinite number of knowings that can be posited. In the 
above example, U's knowledge about A's knowledge about the candle on 
the table can be continued indefinitely; and while it seems reasonable 
to say that such knowings could be extended indefinitely, such exten- 
sions would quickly become useless since, as in the example under dis- 
cussion, the iterated knowings quickly become needlessly complex, and 
would probably not go beyond the third level in the series. The nature 
of mutual knowledge is discussed further in Appendix D. 

It is Schiffer's contention that a notion of mutual knowledge 
such as this can be introduced into the description of meaning in order 
to exclude counter-examples that demonstrate the insufficiency of 
Definitions 1 and 2. Rather than having U and A mutually know U's 
intentions, however, which would be the simplest way to incorporate 
this knowledge, Schiffer suggests that what U and A must mutually know 
is not a set of intentions, but a state of affairs, SA, which he 
describes as follows:* 

Typically, SA will essentially involve the fact that U, a 

person having such-and-such properties, uttered a token of 


type X having a certain feature(s) £ in the presence of A, 
a person having such-and-such properties, in certain circum- 


Seances p,iGs i(p.439) 


tactually, Schiffer uses "E" rather than "SA" to designate the 
state of affairs. In order to avoid confusion later in this study when 
E is used in a different way, SA has been substituted in Schiffer's ac- 
count, both here and in the following sections of the study. Also, 
Schiffer uses the term "speaker" (S) instead of "utterer" (U). For the 
sake of consistency in the present study, this has also been altered in 


Schiffer's account. 
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Since counter-examples aimed at the insufficiency of Grice's account 
rely upon situations in which the state of affairs is not mutually 
known between the participants, to demand that U and A mutually know 
the state of affairs serves to exclude such examples by eliminating 
the type of deception that these examples are based upon. 

Schiffer's first suggested modification of Grice's account can, 
then, be represented as follows: 


DEFINITION 4: 


U meant something by x if and only if U intends to realize 
thereby a certain state of affairs SA which is (intended by 
U to be) such that the obtainment of SA is sufficient for U 
and a certain audience A mutually knowing that SA obtains and 
that SA is conclusive (very good or good) evidence that U 
uttered x intending: 


(1) to produce by uttering x a response r in A, 

(2) that A recognize U's intention (1), 

(3) that (2) shall function as at least part of A's reason 

LOR Tr, 

(4) to realize SA. (modified from Schiffer, 1972, p. 39) 
It is notable that, as in the previous three definitions, Schiffer's 
account is based upon some type of mutual understanding between the 
utterer and his audience in order for meaningful communication to take 
place. In fact, in this definition this mutual understanding is 
overtly described as mutual knowledge of the state of affairs; and 
this mutual knowledge provides the basis for U's meaning something. 

While Grice manages to eliminate these counter-examples without 
explicitly invoking either mutual knowledge or the state of affairs, 
it is notable that he has not entirely succeeded in formulating an 
account of meaning without an implicit need for this type of mutual 
knowledge. This seems apparent from a consideration of Grice's later 


account, given in Definition 3 above, and the use of his conversational 


implicatures as one means of correlating the features of an utterance 
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to the intended response. For example, one way that an utterance is 
correlated is through the maxim of relevance, which specifies that 
the conversational contribution must be relevant to the situation. In 
order for this relevance to be recognized, it is necessary to know what 
state of affairs exists; and in order for the utterer to intend that 
his audience use this maxim, he must intend not only that the audience 
recognize the maxim and the state of affairs, but also that the utterer 
intended him to recognize it. While such an intention aims at estab- 
lishing only a third level of iterated knowings (i.e., KaKuKaQ), it 
does represent the beginnings of mutual knowledge. In addition, in 
order for U to intend that A use conversational implicatures as modes 
of correlation, it must be mutual knowledge between them that such 
implicatures exist and are relevant, and that the situation has certain 
features that allow for the appropriate use of the maxims. This seems 
to be necessary in order for U to intend that A make use of these; for 
as Grice himself argues, in order for an utterer to hold an intention, 
it must be necessary for him to have a reasonable expectation that it 
can be fulfilled. Thus, it seems that while SCthiffer introduces the 
notion of mutual knowledge of the state of affairs in order to rule 
out counter-examples to the sufficiency of the‘description, this same 
type of knowledge is in some way implicit in Grice's solution to 
potential counter-examples based upon the timeless meanings of 
utterance-types. 

In addition to adding mutual knowledge of the state of affairs 
to the description of meaning, Schiffer has suggested various other 
alterations to Grice's account. These modifications are discussed in 


detail in Appendix E, and include a restatement of Grice's notion of 
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modes of correlation in terms of a relationship, R, between the utter- 
ance and the intended response, and a distinction between an utterer 
meaning something and an utterer meaning that his audience is to do 
something. Also, Schiffer suggests that when the utterer means some- 
thing, the intended response should be understood in terms of an 
activated belief rather than simply a belief or a response. This 
activated belief is a particular belief, P, for some truth-supporting 
reasons, p(t), which is, in effect, an elaboration of Grice's general 
notion of response (see Appendix E). In addition, Schiffer contends 
that an utterer's M-intentions can be divided into those that are of 
primary concern, and those that are secondary (see Appendix E). 

Incorporating these modifications into the preliminary account 
of Schiffer's description of meaning, given above as Definition 4, 
yields what can be considered to be Schiffer's final account of an 
utterer meaning something: 

DEFINITION 5a: 

U meant that P by uttering x if and only if U uttered x 

intending thereby: (a) to realize a state of affairs, SA, 

and (b) that the obtainment of SA be sufficient for U and A 

mutually knowing: (i) that SA obtains, and (ii) that SA is 

conclusive (very good or good) evidence that: 

U uttered x with the primary intention 

(1) that there be some p such that U's utterance of x 


causes in A the activated belief that P/p(t); 
and intending 
(2) satisfaction of (1) to be achieved, at least in part, 
by virtue of A's belief that x is related in a certain 
way R to the belief that P; 
(3) to realize SA. 
(modified from Schiffer, 1972, p. 63) 


When an utterer intends that his audience is to do something 
(or to D), then U must intend A to have reasons for doing this. It 
is to be noted, however, that in such cases it is not necessary for U 


to intend A to have an activated belief that he is to D. Rather, it 
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is sufficient for U to intend A to D for the reason(s) p; and since 
it is not a matter of belief, these reasons do not need to be truth- 
supporting. As in the case of U's intending to produce an activated 
belief, U's intentions in regards to getting A to D can be divided 
into primary and secondary, yielding the following description of what 
is necessary and sufficient for U's intending that A do something: 
DEFINITION 5b: 
U meant that A was to D by uttering x if and only if U uttered x 
intending thereby: (a) to realize a state of affairs, SA, and 
(b) that the obtainment of SA be sufficient for U and A mutually 
Knowing: (i) that SA obtains, and (ii) that SA is conclusive 
(very good or good) evidence that: 
U uttered x with the primary intention 
(1) that there be some p such that U's utterance of x 
causes A to D/p; 
and intending 
(2) satisfaction of (1) to be achieved, at least in part, 
by virtue of A's belief that x is related in a certain 
way R to (the act-type) D-ing; 
(3) to realize SA. 
(modified from Schiffer, 1972, p. 63) 
Definitions 5a and 5b can be considered to be Schiffer's final descrip- 
tions of meaning, just as Definition 3 can be considered to be Grice's 
final account. As with Grice's final account, Schiffer's description 
of meaningful communication is based upon a mutual understanding between 
the utterer and his audience. This is clearly indicated in Schiffer's 
account by the mutual knowledge of the state of affairs that is intended 
by the utterer to function as conclusive evidence for what the utterer 
means. 
Understanding the Meanings of Utterances 
While the final versions of both Grice's and Schiffer's accounts 
of meaning give descriptions of what is necessary for an utterer to mean 


something by a linguistic utterance, these accounts are formulated only 


in terms of the utterer, not in terms of the audience. Thus, while 
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the utterer's intentions are described in these accounts, neither 
Grice nor Schiffer has given an account of what is necessary for an 
audience to understand the meaning of the utterance. Strawson (1964) 
has, however, suggested that such a complementary account is necessary 
for a full view of communication; and since the ultimate focus of the 
present study is upon this receptive aspect of communication, it seems 
important to indicate, at least tentatively, what is required for an 
audience to understand an utterer's intended meaning. 

Since both Grice'’s and Schiffer's accounts are formulated in 
terms of utterer's intentions, it would seem that a complementary 
account could be easily formulated by rewriting these intentions in 
terms of the audience's recognition of these intentions. This has, 
in fact, been noted by Searle (1969) in his discussion of such an 
intentional approach to meaning; for as Searle argues: 

In speaking I attempt to communicate certain things to my 

hearer by getting him to recognize my intention to communicate 

just those things. I achieve the intended effect on the hearer 
by getting him to recognize my intention to achieve that effect, 
and as soon as the hearer recognizes what it is my intention 

to achieve, it is in general achieved. He understands what I 

am saying as soon as he recognizes my intention in uttering 

What l wtter as an intention: to’ say’ that thing. (p> 743) 

By adopting this argument it is possible to avoid two problems that 
can arise in attempting to describe an audience's understanding of an 
utterance. The first of these concerns the audience's intentions; for 
since the utterer has been described as engaging in an intentional 
activity, it is tempting to use the same approach in describing an 
audience's understanding. To do this, however, is to raise some un- 


wanted questions about the nature of intentions; for if A is walking 


down the street and hears the utterance "Stop, thief!" and understands 


the intended meaning of this utterance, it is questionable as to whether 
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or not it could be said that A intended to understand this utterance. 
While on some level it would seem that this is intentional activity, 
this level seems to be somewhat different than the one that has been 
discussed in terms of an utterer meaning something. By adopting 
Searle's view, then, it is possible to avoid this problem by specifying 
Only that in order to understand, an audience must "recognize" the 
intentions of the utterer. This is not to deny that understanding may 
be an intentional activity, but is only to contend that in giving an 
account of understanding an utterer's meaning, it is not necessary to 
specify any intentions on the part of the audience. 

Similarly, by accepting Searle's argument it is possible to 
avoid problems that would arise if it were specified that A must actu- 
ally produce the intended response in order to have understood what was 
meant by an utterance. While there is the sense of response suggested 
by Grice that describes it as the audience's belief that the utterer 
believes what is meant, even this sense allows potential confusion in 
that an audience can understand what the utterer meant without actually 
believing that the utterer really believes it. For example, a used car 
salesman can tell a prospective customer that a particular car is in 
excellent mechanical condition, even though the customer can see that 
it is leaking oil; and the customer can understand what the salesman 
meant without actually producing any belief about what the salesman 
believes. While this difficulty may be more apparent than real, the 
distinction will be accepted here; and the following accounts will 
specify only that A must recognize that U intends to produce a partic- 
ular response, not that he must actually produce that response. 


With these distinctions, the early Grice account, given above 
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as Definition 1, can be formulated in terms of the audience's under- 
standing as follows: 


DEFINITION 6: 


A understands that U meant something by uttering x if and only 

if A recognizes: 

(1) that U intends A to produce r, 

(2) that U intends to produce r in A by uttering x, 

(3) that U intends that A's recognition (2) is at least part 
of A's reason for recognizing (1). 


Like the early Grice account, the later Grice account, given as 


Definition 3 above, is fairly straightforward and can be stated as 


follows: 
DEFINITION 7: 


A understands that U meant something by uttering x if and only 

Le: 

(1) A thinks x possesses f, 

(2) A thinks U intends (1), 

(3) A thinks of £ as correlated in way c with the type to 
which r belongs, 

f4)28, thinks, > Intends’ (3), 

(5) JAthinks: on the basis of the fulfiliment: of: (1) “and (3) 
that U intends A to produce r, 

(6) A recognizes that U intends that A, on the basis of the 
LULELLIment’ Of (5) 5" to produce "Zz, 

(eA thinks, U intends (6). 


In Schiffer's final account, given above as Definitions 5a and 
5b, the distinction between primary and secondary intentions can, for 
convenience, be omitted in giving an account of A's understanding since 
is is not necessary for A to recognize this distinction in order to 
understand what U meant. As an account of A's understanding, then, 
Schiffer's definitions can be given as follows: 

DEFINITION 8a: 

A understands that U meant that P by uttering x if and only if: 

(1) A recognizes that U intended A to have-the activated belief 

that P/p(t), 
(2) A recognizes that x is related in a certain way R to P, and 


that U intends this recognition to be at least part of A's 
reason for the activated belief in (1), 
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(3) A recognizes that U and A mutually know that a certain 
state of affairs SA obtains, and that U intends that SA 
be conclusive (very good or good) evidence for the activated 
belief ingth)-andsforn(2):. 


DEFINITION 8b: 
A understands that U meant that A was to D by uttering x if and 
only: 
(1) A recognizes that U intended there to be some p such that 
U's utterance of x causes A to D/p, 
(2) A recognizes that x is related in a certain way R to (the 
act-type) D-ing, and that U intends this recognition to 
be at least part of A's reason for D-ing in (1), 
(3) A recognizes that U and A mutually know that a certain 
state of affairs SA obtains, and that U intends that SA 
be conclusive (very good or good) evidence for D/p-ing 
Ulta a pAliGiel O tim (2 s< 
These accounts of what is necessary for A to understand U's 
intended meaning can be considered to complement the definitions of 
utterer's meaning given above, and each pair of descriptions provide 
an account of what is ideally necessary for meaningful communication 
between an utterer and his audience. It is notable that this account 
is not restricted to linguistic communication, and hence not to either 
Oral or written language, but rather gives a general description 
irrespective of the medium. This account of meaning has, however, 
centered upon the participants, and upon the utterer's intentions in 
regards to his audience rather than upon the utterer's intentions in 
regards to his utterance. While such a focus has not been necessary 
in order to give an account of meaningful communication, a fuller ac- 
count of linguistic communication can be obtained by considering 
the nature of the utterance itself, and its relationship to the utterer 
and the audience. This will be attempted in the following part of this 


chapter by considering the nature of a speech act. Together these two 


views should provide a fuller description of the nature of linguistic 
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communication according to the analysis of philosophers. 


Theoretical Positions in Regards 
to Speech Acts 


Austin on Constatives and Performatives 

While the basic position in regards to speech acts was formulated 
and presented by Austin in his William James Lectures at Harvard (Austin, 
1962), in the introduction to these lectures Urmson notes that Austin's 
basic view was formed while he was working on an earlier lecture, 

"Other Minds" (in Austin, 1961). 

In this earlier lecture, Austin is essentially concerned with 
examining what one means when one says that one "knows" something. [In 
the course of this investigation, Austin compares what it means to say 
"I know" and "I promise," and from this comparison argues that there is 
a descriptive fallacy common in philosophy that consists in assuming 
that a linguistic utterance such as "I promise" is a description of a 
state of affairs. Austin claims, however, that the utterance of certain 
phrases is not necessarily descriptive of an action, but is often actu- 
ally the doing of the act. While certain purely descriptive phrases 
may exist in the language, according to Austin such phrases were orig- 
inally not descriptive at all, but were used to perform the acts that 
they have later been used to describe. 

Once this distinction is recognized, it seems almost self- 
evident; for the utterance of "I promise" does not usually report or 
describe an act that is independent of the utterance itself; for the 
utterance of "I promise" is at least a part of the act of promising. 

To say that such utterances are descriptive of acts, then is incorrect; 


for they are, in this view, a part of the act itself. 
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While Austin does not pursue this aspect of language in his 
earlier lecture, it forms the basis upon which he develops his theory 
of speech acts in his William James Lectures (Austin, 1962). Austin 
begins these lectures by establishing a distinction between constatives 
and performatives. The former have the quality of being either true 
or false, while the latter are used to perform acts and do not have 
truth values. This distinction is readily apparent when examples such 
as the following sentences are considered: 

(1) That table is round. 

(2) He said that he would be there. 

(3) I bet that he will not come. 

(4) I christen this ship The Arkansas. 

Examples (1) and (2) can be either true or false, and under the appro- 
priate circumstances can be verified as being either one or the other. 
Examples (3) and (4), however, cannot be so verified. While it can be 
determined whether or not it is true that (3) or (4) was actually 
uttered upon a particular occasion, by a particular individual, the 
utterances themselves are not subject to the same truth conditions 

as are (1) and (2). Since they can be either true or false, (1) and 
(2) are constatives; and since (3) and (4) cannot be either true or 
false, but are used to perform acts, they are performatives. 

Austin suggests that the basic difference between constatives 
and performatives can be understood by noting that in uttering a 
constative, one is saying something, while in uttering a performative 
One is doing something. In uttering (1) or (2), the utterer is saying 
that something is the case, while in uttering (3) or (4), the utterer 


is performing an act. In (3) this doing consists in offering a bet, 


y Ree ear ik ars 
Uno a YS Se aS . (ae 
ia @ _ i pt 

if A 


ae &, ga (uehs o, 


= 2 rOyhntes) ty } m4 = } } point tras: “wanes 
ire Re 
rIciieg aL ? 7 eis seta o4 baz in a38 
y 4 


: ; 
wed sonareiadh ofped vans betes eansepeT nto 
ri , 
iy ni 


epistde Ge  aListh unibrasade 


: het ne as 
oS : 5," oe a ea Pedy 
“ad-Hotdw comb gihapd. wats era > Fs ome a Sth: 


ca | 
29 35% i 
tarts? 
40 eek ‘ 
Sy aye 
- need 
Anas | pet ot 
Q ye 
ath & mre. eh Se ea erbuoh ted | 
has EF v4 walt 
4 , 4 a ime <7 
Aeiot 22 shee? “batt ( 
ak e int DiBS 2 
sanen ton catW el Merit ded 
/ 
gis io aria ayekty tie aS, i com 
f j : % site. xh aod tb Bae 42) 8 
Le , ie bos 21 gyro aie covinsoivente. iy 
ae say 12> 4 26Rses 4) bas (g) | 
2 £4, SEP : } 32 30H 1a) Seldibae y 
ay 
Bossa Bo 4 * med Aube WD. he Pe Obey pee be we e h 
+ once sid ot toetgosee Ss baie erent 
Fh Uwe an . e, the ‘%; won 
4 THM BC. neo) Sob, nt i 8) SAS, | : 


=a ¥ 


ae 


ficio” nS | 


‘ 
ey. J 
y 


itaY “A in 


ive 
KS : 
eae a 


£2 pniJoui vars i detetiaty ne 


Ali 


SOS. ue A St ‘ sista: 
ce ‘a 


aed th), phaser nA 


nh ‘eddiened aGLor - 


82 


and in (4) the utterer is performing an act of christening. 

In addition to this distinction between doing and saying, 
constatives and performatives can be contrasted in terms of their 
successful execution. While a constative can, as noted above, be 
either true or false, a performative is better described as being 
either felicitous (happy) or infelicitous (unhappy) since the success- 
ful execution of a performative results in the performance of an act, 
not a truth value. As Austin points out, however, the distinction 
between constatives and performatives ultimately seems to break down; 
for constatives and performatives actually resemble each other in many 
ways. This is particularly apparent when it is noted that constatives, 
like performatives, can be described as acts of doing something (e.g., 
as acts of stating, asserting, or declaring) rather than as descrip- 
tions of states of affairs. Thus, since there seems to be a perform- 
ative aspect to constative utterances, the distinction between con- 
statives and performatives seems to fail. The nature of performatives 
and the failure of the distinction between constatives and performatives 
are discussed in more detail in Appendix F. 

Austin on Speech Acts 

Since the distinction between constatives and performatives 
seems to fail when closely examined, Austin suggests that it is neces- 
sary to set this distinction aside and examine the basic nature of a 
speech act. Since both constative and performative utterances involve 
doing something, this sense of doing provides Austin with an approach 
to use in examining the nature of the speech act: determining what is 
done when an utterance is made. 


According to Austin, the issuance of an utterance should not be 
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considered to be just the doing of a single act. Rather, making 

an utterance should be understood in terms of different levels, the 
first and most elementary of which is the issuing of sounds, or what 
Austin terms a phonetic act. In terms of the phonetic act, such 
sounds are not necessarily meaningful, but merely represent some 

type of vocalization. The second act that is performed in making an 
utterance consists, according to Austin, in the uttering of certain 
words which derive from a certain vocabulary and conform to a certain 
grammar. This type of act he terms a phatic act. The third act that 
is performed in the normal course of making an utterance is the rhetic 
act, which is the uttering of a phatic act with a certain sense and 
reference, or meaning. The type of meaning that is suggested by "sense 
and reference" is different from the sense of meaning, discussed 
above, for the sense of an utterance can be considered to be the meaning 
that the utterance has within the context of the language as a whole; 
and the reference of the utterance can be considered to deal with the 
way in which the utterance picks out, or refers to, entities within 
the real world. For convenience, the phonetic, phatic and rhetic acts 
can be considered to constitute what Austin calls the locutionary act, 
which is the act of "saying something" in the sense developed above in 
regards to constatives. 

It is important to note here that a normal, meaningful utterance 
includes the performance of all three of the acts that constitute a 
locutionary act. While the distinctions between these three different 
acts may seem somewhat arbitrary and artificial, Austin justifies this 
analysis by noting that they describe the ways in which a locutionary 


act can fail. These different types of failure are illustrated by the 
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following examples: 
(5) U opens his mouth to speak but chokes and no sound comes out. 


(6) U is an English speaker and utters to his English-speaking 
audience, "Krush ulgim." 


(7) U utters, "Colorless green ideas sleep furiously." 
While in all three of these examples U fails to perform a locutionary 
act, the failure of (5) is at the phonetic level. Since each of the 
acts that constitute a locutionary act include the performance of the 
act that precedes it, the failure to perform a phonetic act necessarily 
results in a failure of the phatic and rhetic acts. Example (6) fails 
as a phatic act, presuming that the utterance is an attempt to say 
something in English. Here the phonetic act is successfully performed, 
but the performance of a rhetic act is impossible since the phatic act 
has failed by not conforming to an English vocabulary. Example (7) 
reports a failure at the rhetic level; for while this famous Chomskian 
example (Chomsky, 1957) conforms to the vocabulary and grammar of 
English, and is thus a successful phatic act, it fails at the rhetic 
level since the act is not performed with a meaningful "Sense and 
reference." 

As Austin admits, this classification of the acts that constitute 
a locutionary act is open to refinement. It is sufficient for Austin's 
purposes, however, to note these different acts and how they can fail 
in attempting to perform the locutionary act of saying something, thus 
making the point that in order to perform a successful locutionary act 
it is necessary that these three acts each be successfully performed. 

While the performance of a locutionary act can be considered 
to be the sense of "saying something" that was identified above in 


regards to constative utterances, there is also, as was pointed out 
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above, a sense of doing something in making an utterance that was 
associated with performatives and eventually (see Appendix F) with 
constatives as well; and according to Austin what is done in uttering 
a locutionary act is an additional act, the illocutionary act, which 
refers to the force of the utterance. Thus, while a locutionary act 
is an act of saying something (meaningful), the illocutionary act is 
the specification of what is done in making this utterance (e.g., 
offering a bet, making a promise, etc.). 

In addition to these two major types of acts, Austin suggests 
that it is possible to identify another act which is defined in terms 
of what is accomplished by saying something. This act he terms a 
perlocutionary act, which can be understood to refer to the consequen- 
tial effects that result from having said something. 

While the differences between these different acts seem some- 
what obscure when described, the differences become more apparent 
when they are illustrated, as in the following examples given by 
Austin of the two utterances "Shoot her!" and "You can't do that”: 


Locution: He said to me ‘Shoot her!' meaning by 'shoot' shoot 
and referring by ‘her' to her. 


Illocution: He urged (or advised, ordered, etc.) me to shoot 
her. 


Perlocution: He persuaded me to shoot her. 
He got me to (or made me) shoot her. 


Locution: He said to me, ‘you can‘t do that.' 
Illocution: He protested against my doing it. 


Perlocution: He pulled me up, checked me. (pp. 101-102) * 


tad citations from Austin (1962) are from the second edition, 
edited by J. O. Urmson and M. Sbisa, and published by Harvard University 
Press, 1975. 
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It is important to note here that each set of locution/illocution/ 
perlocution reports a single utterance upon a particular occasion. In 
the two examples of locutions, what is reported is the actual utterance 
of the rhetic act (and consequently the phatic and phonetic acts), and 
what was meant in terms of the sense and reference of these utterances. 

In the examples of the two illocutionary acts, the emphasis is 
upon the force of the utterance in regards to the particular occasion 
upon which it was uttered; and the actual utterance itself is not 
reported since this is a part of the locutionary act. What is reported, 
then, is what was done in making the utterance, or the force of the 
utterance of a particular locution in a particular context. 

The examples of the two perlocutionary acts demonstrate what 
was done by making the locutionary and illocutionary acts, and thus 
indicate the consequences that resulted from the utterances within 
the particular situational contexts. Each utterance, then, is reported 
as an act of making the utterance (locutionary act), as what was done 
in making the utterance (illocutionary act), and as what was done by 
making the utterance (perlocutionary act). 

According to Austin, illocutionary acts are conventional in 
nature since some procedure must be established in the language or the 
society at large that permits the performance of acts with certain 
forces. This is, of course, similar to the description of performatives 
that was given in regards to their felicity conditions (see Appendix F); 
and, in fact, Austin suggests that the performative aspect of an utter- 
ance can be understood to be the illocutionary force of that utterance. 
In keeping with the felicity conditions which require that all partic- 


ipants in the situation act appropriately, Austin further suggests that 
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in order for an illocutionary act to be performed, there must be up- 
take on the part of the other participants in the situation. This is 
merely to require that in order for acts such as bets or promises to 

be made it is necessary that the person to whom the bet or promise is 
addressed must at least recognize the force of the utterance, otherwise 
the act will be infelicitously performed. 

Since the performative aspect of an utterance is to be iden- 
tified with the illocutionary force of the utterance, this force can 
be either implicit or explicit, just as the performative utterance was 
considered to be either implicit or explicit. Similarly, if the il- 
locutionary force of an utterance is implicit, it must be possible to 
make this force explicit just as it was possible to make an implicit 
performative explicit. Since this performative aspect of a speech 
act is related to the situation, or occasion, in which the utterance 
is made, it is necessary that any locutionary act also have an il- 
locutionary force; for utterances are always made upon particular 
occasions, and for particular purposes, and thus will always have some 
type of performative (illocutionary) force if they are felicitous. 
Thus, while the utterance "There is a bull in the field" can be under- 
stood to be a locutionary act insofar as it has an appropriate sense 
and reference, etc., the performative aspect of this utterance is the 
illocutionary force which relates the locutionary act to the situation 
ana the intentions of the utterer in performing the locutionary act. 
This illocutionary force can be made explicit by adding specifications 
of the force such as "I hereby warn you that . .." or "I hereby state 
(report) to you that ..." Thus, Olson's (1977) contention (discussed 


in the introduction to this chapter) that the illocutionary force of an 
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utterance is a rhetorical aspect that can disappear in written discourse 
seems at variance with Austin's description of these forces. According 
to Austin, to perform a locutionary act is to perform an illocutionary 
act; and it thus becomes difficult to understand how Olson can contend 
that these illocutionary forces can ever disappear; for even if an 
utterance is truth-sensitive, or constative, it still has an illocu- 
tionary force such as asserting, declaring, or affirming. 

While the illocutionary force seems to refer to such concepts 
as the "functions" or "uses" of language, Austin cautions that this 
is not the case since such terms as "functions" and "uses" are too 
general and vague to be applicable to the illocutionary force. For 
example, an utterance can be "used" or can "function" to make a joke; 
but this is an aspect of language that is not covered by the illocu- 
tionary act since joking is not what one does in making an utterance, 
and since it cannot be used to make an explicit performative (i.e., 

"I hereby joke that .. ." is not an acceptable invocation). Conse- 
quently, this is an aspect of language that is not covered by the 
illocutionary act; and the illocutionary force cannot, in general, be 
used as an explanation of, or substitute for, the "functions" of 
language. 

While the illocutionary act can be understood to reflect the 
performative aspect of an utterance, the distinction between con- 
Statives and performatives is not explained by this since, as has been 
suggested above, constatives seem to resemble performatives since both 
can be described in terms of doing something by means of an utterance. 
In regards to this question Austin suggests that “The doctrine of the 


performative/constative distinction stands to the doctrine of locu- 
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tionary and illocutionary acts in the total speech act as the special 
theory to the general theory" (p. 148). Constatives and performatives 
are, then, to be considered within the general framework of the theory 
of speech acts; and the illocutionary force is to be considered as per- 
formative in nature. In regards to constatives, Austin notes that the 
notion of a "statement" that is either true or false is, in his theory, 
an abstraction or an ideal since his analysis of speech acts has sug- 
gested that the constative aspect must apply to the locutionary act, 
and more particularly to the rhetic act, since it is at this level 
that the utterance can be either true or false in terms of its refer- 
ence. Thus, constatives must be considered to be a particular type of 
performative utterance; and the distinction between constatives and 
performatives can be made only by considering a certain class of il- 
locutionary acts (performatives), which can then be delineated into 
performatives and constative aspects at the illocutionary and locu- 
tionary levels. 
searle On Speech, Acts 

One of the major difficulties that has been noted in regards 
to Austin's description of speech acts is his distinction between 
locutions and illocutions. While Austin admits that this distinction 
is troublesome, Cohen (1964) has suggested that the weakness is due to 
the fact that the notion of illocutionary force is redundant, and that 
what Austin attributes to such forces is really better understood as 
a part of the meaning, or the rhetic act. This basic difficulty has 
also been noted by Strawson (1964) and Searle (1968), and is illus- 
trated by the fact that in an explicit performative, the force of the 


utterance may be exhausted by the locutionary meaning. Thus, in the 
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utterance "I (hereby) bet you ten dollars" the sense-and-reference 
meaning of the utterance includes the force of betting since this force 
is explicitly stated. Thus, the distinction between locutionary and 
illocutionary acts does not seem to establish two mutually exclusive 
aspects of a speech act since the force is sometimes describable in 
terms of the locutionary act. This difficulty, and the specific 
objections made by Cohen and Searle, are discussed in detail in 
Appendix G. 

While Cohen notes the difficulty with Austin's distinction 
between locutionary and illocutionary acts, and suggests that the 
notion of illocutionary force should be eliminated, Searle takes the 
opposite position and suggests that the difficulty lies not with the 
notion of illocutionary force, but in the way the locutionary act is 
defined. 

In order to establish a distinction between locutionary and 
illocutionary acts, Searle (1969) first makes three assumptions: 

1. Whatever can be meant can be said. I call this the Principle 

of Expressibility. 

2. The meaning of a sentence is determined by the meanings of 
all its meaningful components. 

3. The illocutionary forces of utterances may be more or less 
specific; and there are several different principles of 
distinction for distinguishing different types of illocu- 
tionary acts. (Dp. 405) 

The principle of expressibility merely contends that a language can be 
infinitely expanded in order to accommodate anything that can be meant. 
This does not deny the finite nature of particular languages, however; 
for the principle does not claim that everything can be expressed by 

a language as it is constituted at a particular point in time. Searle's 


second principle is designed to include features such as the syntactic 


deep structure, the stress and intonation contours of an utterance, as 
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well as the words and the word order, as aspects of the meaning of an 
utterance. In his third principle Searle suggests that the names for 
illocutionary forces that exist in a language are, in a sense, ac- 
cidental since the illocutionary forces that are actually specified 
could have been specified differently, or not at all. Specified il- 
locutionary forces such as promising, betting, or reporting, must be 
seen as points or ranges On continua such that the particular points 
that are marked off on these illocutionary continua result in dif- 
fering degrees of specificity for the illocutions. For example, 
"promising" has been marked off in English, although there is no 
reason that it had to be; but on the same continuum other points have 
also been marked off, such as "vowing" and "pledging." The principle 
of expressibility suggests that the language could be expanded so that 
any point on these continua could be marked off and expressed if there 
was a need or desire to do so. 

As a consequence of these principles, Searle notes that there 
cannot be a general and mutually exclusive distinction between the 
locutionary meaning and the force of an utterance since it would, 
at least in theory, always be possible to state the force explicitly 
and thereby give it a particular locutionary meaning. Thus, it would 
always be possible to exhaust the illocutionary force by stating this 
force explicitly, and thereby making it a part of the rhetic or locu- 
tionary meaning. 

Searle's description of speech acts. In order to salvage the 
notion of illocutionary force from this dilemma, Searle suggests that 
the rhetic act can be narrowed in scope so that it gives only the 


propositional content of the utterance. Thus, every speech act can be 
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considered to have an illocutionary force, F, and a propositional content, 
P- The whole utterance, then, can be described in terms of the force 
with which the propositional context is uttered, resulting in a repre- 
sentation of the utterance as F(p). Since the propositional content 
and the illocutionary force each represent only a part of each utter- 
ance, the two are mutually exclusive; and the confusion between locu- 
tionary and illocutionary acts is eliminated. 

This analysis can be illustrated by considering the following 
examples: 

(8) I will be there. 

(9) I promise that I will be there. 

(10) It is dangerous. 

(11) I warn you that it is dangerous. 
In these examples, (8) and (10) represent the implicit performative 
form of the utterances, while (9) and (11) represent the explicit form. 
In (8) and (10) the utterance, as stated, can be understood to repre- 
sent the propositional content; and the illocutionary force is unstated. 
These two examples would, of course, provide no difficulty for Austin's 
analysis since the locutionary act would have a certain force derived 
from the context in which it was uttered, which would indicate what was 
done in making the utterance. Examples (9) and (11), however, cause 
difficulty for Austin's analysis; but Searle's analysis suggests that 
these utterances can be separated into their forces and their prop- 


ositional contents, in the following manner: 


Force Propositional Content 
I promise (that) I will be there 


I warn (you that) it is dangerous 
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Thus, in explicit performatives the propositional content does not 
account for the whole utterance as Austin's rhetic act does, but only 
that part of the utterance that deals with the propositional content. 
Searle suggests that rather than calling this a rhetic act, a more 
accurate description can be obtained by terming it a propositional act; 
and since the locutionary act has been modified significantly, Searle 
suggests that it should be dropped entirely since it no longer reflects 
what Austin intended by the term, thus leaving the following consti- 
tutive acts of a speech act: 

Phonetic act 

EPhaticract 

Propositional act 

Illocutionary act 

Perlocutionary act 
This analysis yields the further benefit that in this formulation 
constatives can be clearly seen to relate to the propositional act, 
which can be either true or false. 

In his major work on speech acts, Searle (1969) suggests that 
this analysis can be further simplified by combining the phonetic and 
phatic acts into an utterance act. This act can be understood to be 
the uttering of words and sentences, and can be considered to be 
composed of other acts, such as phonetic, phonemic, etc., which can 
be defined in various ways depending upon the purposes for examining 
this aspect of a speech act. Of particular importance to the present 
study is the fact that Searle, unlike Austin, does not discuss an utter- 
ance act only in terms of oral language. Rather, in Searle's formu- 
lation, a speech act can be uttered in either oral or written lan- 


guage; and thus illocutionary acts can be performed in written as well 


as oral language. Although Searle does not specifically consider how 
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the nature of illocutionary acts are to be applied to extended written 
discourse, he has applied the notion of illocutionary acts to fictional 
discourse (Searle, 1975b), which seems to indicate that his analysis 

of speech acts should probably be understood as a general analysis of 
"language" acts rather than as a specific analysis of oral language 
acts. 

The rule-governed nature of speech acts. In addition to sug- 
gesting basic revisions in regards to the component acts of a speech 
act, Searle claims that the structure that underlies a speech act should 
be understood in terms of sets of rules. While the contention that 
language is rule-governed is not a novel claim, Searle develops this 
notion by suggesting a distinction between constitutive and regulative 
rules. 


According to Searle, constitutive rules are rules that indicate 


what an action is to "count as," in the sense that certain actions in 

a game count as scoring points, etc. Such rules are generally of the 
form."X counts as Y in context .C".(p..35), although. this definition 
cannot be applied rigorously to distinguish constitutive from regulative 
rules. In explaining this notion, Searle suggests an analogy with 
games such pe American football, where the constitutive rules define 
what actually constitutes a game of football. For example, it is a 
constitutive rule that each team shall have eleven players on the 

field at any one time; and it is also a constitutive rule that a touch- 
down is to count as six points. If such rules are allowed to be 
violated by the participants, then the game is no longer football but 


is, instead, a game of something else. Constitutive rules, then, 


define what is to constitute the game, or situation. 
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In contrast to constitutive rules, regulative rules can be 
considered to regulate the behavior of the participants, as in the 
game of football. For example, while it is perfectly permissible for 
a team to attempt a forward pass when it is fourth down, early in the 
game, and the ball is on the team's own one yard line, there are regu- 
lative rules that suggest that this behavior is not appropriate or 
advisable. These regulative rules govern behavior within a context 
created by the constitutive rules; but while constitutive rules can- 
not be willfully violated without changing the basic nature of the 
game, regulative rules can be disobeyed without affecting the basic 
constitutive structure. 

The importance of this distinction between constitutive and 
regulative rules becomes apparent when Searle considers the structure 
of illocutionary acts. While Austin contends that illocutionary acts 
are conventional in nature, Searle suggests that what is meant by 
this conventionality is that there is a socially accepted set of 
constitutive rules that together define what is to count as the per- 
formance of a particular illocutionary act. In terms of such rules, 
Austin's felicity conditions (see Appendix F) can be understood as 
general constitutive rules that underlie the performance of any 
illocutionary act; but Searle suggests that particular illocutionary 
acts such as promising or betting can be understood in terms of a 
particular set of constitutive rules as well. 

The value of this description of illocutionary acts is demon- 
strated by the fact that it allows for the description of indirect 
speech acts by means of a further set of rules that relate directly 


to the constitutive rules of illocutionary acts. Thus, in the 
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appropriate context the utterance "Can you reach the salt?" can be 
understood as an indirect speech act that is not primarily intended to 
question the audience's ability, but rather to function as a request 
that the salt be passed. Since requesting can be described by a set of 
constitutive rules, the indirect speech act can be explained by further 
rules which relate the utterance to the constitutive rules of the act 
that is indirectly performed. Thus, in the example above, the re- 
questing nature of "Can you reach the salt?" can be accounted for by 
a rule that relates this utterance to the constitutive rules of re- 
questing. This is discussed in more detail in Appendix H. 
Speech Acts and Meaning 

In Austin’s account, the meaning of a speech act is considered 
in terms of the sense and reference of the utterance at the rhetic 
level. As was indicated in the discussion of Cohen's objections to 
Austin's account (see Appendix G), this notion of meaning seems to 
suggest that the illocutionary force is not a part of the meaning of 
the utterance, except in cases of explicit performatives. In Searle's 
reformulation, however, the rhetic act is replaced by a propositional 
act; and this act is supplemented by the illocutionary force, which 
indicates what the utterance counts as in the context in which it is 
uttered. Since in Searle's analysis the whole utterance is not con- 
sidered at any level beyond the utterance act, it would seem that 
either the sense-and-reference definition of meaning must apply to 
the utterance act, or some other type of meaning must be used in order 
to account for the meaning of a speech act. Since the utterance act 
consists only in "uttering words (morphemes, sentences)" (Searle, 1969, 


p. 24), it does not seem that the qualities of sense and reference are 


96 


ia Wark, sia ooh ris ee -_ a 
‘aie. sta: te “aanlaua aaa ied? yi ome 4s oetitageteted 

=cnie! D Sled shape a ofr oakley von 
aft 36h S qu aan (Bb RRS, "yehee ‘ee nad 
oy <gy Se Shigd ope, rine ak eee a =k! ee. 
| ex PenSgan, at i deal runs. | saa 


a hems — 
tort temory 4 lod ge 7h 40, hindi cull igs wh 


pists cit] “Sbosanetewsu abet Pease ‘pens “ote 
3 att HIE 2 ebenriery «2B Pir be otis Dy ty otf id rodeo 
ba my 

ot gGused! perhhain 20 een dent eid? {ie ice pe ~one 
te ontyese add. ood tke «9h. 24 apt ctl eae toot ott ven 
ae ees a oN) LEM Ae higuy te soph rt Ts 
jenny iqagntg s ¥d om on Lee, eh 9 E atin ate denied <iibnd 
folin. “Sha - (OE MAEE oA gAP i Serpoateree. 2 er alii t a 
Ht be ale $8490ba Gilad wit, Be asa Sigtve adit wid Jaw 20 
sae sen 7b Sooanacl) oroiieds mere eraiannt ra, onithard| ib 


> iV 
es ; } : : 
tev mene Siva 32° 4 Soe Sane yeste ond) bao Lyeet wns se 


nd YAGSE 220i UPEMse oi to-nodbiniiel aa coset anetiale pion ead ad 


‘e 
2 A 
Bonne, ok Weer So. sews ones he sais YO(bIO Bien! FO ey scheiisadl oi 
, 
; « 7 


5 . ' - fy ' Oo 
fp wh Sak oteeonrs .ose, inwaqe fa had ue i 33 re 8 


i ; ra 


97 


appropriate in regards to this act, and thus that some other type of 
meaning is required. 

This is, in fact, the position that Searle takes; for he suggests 
that what is meant by a speech act should be considered in terms of 
Grice's notion of meaning. This is not, however, an original sug- 
gestion on Searle's part; for Strawson (1964) has also suggested that 
the meaning of a speech act can be described in terms of intentional 
Gricean meaning. Strawson justifies this by observing that Austin 
contends that in order for there to be a successful performance of an 
illocutionary act there must be uptake on the part of the audience. 

This uptake is, Strawson argues, similar to the response that an 
audience is intended to produce in Grice's account of meaning; for 

while the utterer of an illocutionary act must intend that his audience 
recognize that he intends to perform a certain type of act, the 
audience in Gricean meaning must have this same type of recognition. 

Searle, however, raises two major objections to Grice's early 
account (Definition 1), the first of which concerns the sufficiency of 
Grice's account in regards to the meaning of linguistic utterances. 

As discussed above, this objection has been taken into account in 
Grice's later account and in Schiffer's account. 

The second objection that Searle makes to the early Grice account 
of meaning is that this account does not describe the performance of 
an illocutionary act, but the performance of a perlocutionary act. 

This is due to the fact that in Grice's account what the utterer intends 
to produce is a response (belief) in his audience; and since this re- 
sponse is a consequence of the utterance, it is perlocutionary in nature 


rather than illocutionary. According to Searle, however, many 
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illocutionary acts do not have perlocutionary consequences that dis- 
tinguish them from other illocutionary acts. For example, the illocu- 
tionary act of greeting by uttering "Hello" does not, Searle argues, 
have an intended perlocutionary consequence that can be explained in 
terms of a response that an utterer intends to produce in his audience. 
In such a case, the utterer intends that his audience recognize the 
intended illocutionary act that the utterer is performing, but does 
not intend to produce a belief. Similarly, Searle argues that in 
making a statement it is not always the utterer's intention to produce 
a belief in his audience; for an utterer may not care whether the 
audience believes the statement to be true or not. 

It should be noted again that what Searle is objecting to is 
the early Grice account; and since Grice (1969) has modified his notion 
of response, and since this has been even further clarified by Schiffer, 
it does not seem that the problem is as real as it was in regards to 
the original Grice account. There is, however, a fundamental difficulty 
that Searle seems to ignore; and this is the proper relationship between 
meaning. and speech acts. 

As was discussed above, Grice's analysis of meaning is concerned 
with communication between an utterer and an audience by means of non- 
natural signs; and language communication must be considered to be 
only one realization of this type of meaningful communication. In 
addition, as was pointed out in regards to Austin's original formulation 
of speech acts, illocutionary acts do not account for all of the func- 
tions or uses of language. Thus, the theory of speech acts neither 
accounts for, nor attempts to account for, all of linguistic com- 


munication; and consequently it cannot account for all that an utterer 
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may intend by a linguistic utterance. In order to illustrate this, it 
is helpful to consider one of the examples that Grice (1967) uses in 
discussing conversational implicatures: 

Smith doesn't seem to have a girl friend these days. 


; He has been paying a lot of visits to New York lately. 
(p.- 70) 


A 
B 


In this example it would seem that what B is doing is performing the 
illocutionary act of reporting, yet what B means by this utterance 
is that Smith has or may have a girl friend in New York. B accomplishes 
this by insinuating that there is a reason for Smith's visits to New 
York, and that, from the context (by means of conversational implic- 
atures as modes of correlation), this reason may be that Smith has a 
girl friend there. "Insinuating" is not, however, an illocutionary act, 
but is one of the functions or uses of language that Austin considered 
beyond the scope of illocutionary acts. What B means here, then, is 
different than the illocutionary act he performs; and thus the illocu- 
tionary act is only a part of what B means by his utterance. The only 
way to avoid this conclusion would seem to be to contend that B's 
utterance is in some way an indirect speech act; but if so, it would 
seem to be based upon different constitutive rules than those out- 
lined by Searle in his own discussion of such indirect speech acts 
(see Appendix H). 

It can also be noted that for the performance of at least some 
illocutionary acts, the utterer does intend to produce a certain 
perlocutionary response in his audience. This would seem to be the 


case, as Searle notes, in cases of "ordering," and would also seem to 
be the case in instances of "asking" or "entreating." While recognition 


of the illocutionary force would be a part of what the utterer would 
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normally mean in making utterances of these types, this illocutionary 
meaning would not necessarily exhaust what the utterer means. by an 
utterance. 

The point to be noted here is not that the meaning of illocu- 
tionary acts cannot, or should not, be accounted for by means of 
meaning» but rather that the limits of the theory of speech acts must 
be recognized so that an utterer's intended meaning is not confused 
with the illocutionary act he intends to perform. Understood in this 
way, the meaning that an utterer intends in performing an illocutionary 
act can be considered in terms of the meaning. of that act. Since 
both the later Grice and the Schiffer accounts were considered to be 
final versions of meaning + it is in regards to these two theories 
that the performance of a speech act can be considered. 

In the later Grice account, the audience is intended to recognize 
certain features of an utterance that are correlated in a certain way 
with the intended response. In the performance of an illocutionary 
act, it would seem that both the propositional (or locutionary) act 
and the illocutionary force must be recognized as features of the 
utterance and correlated to the response. Since, however, the illocu- 
tionary force is normally dependent upon the circumstances in which 
the utterance is made, it would seem that part of the means of cor- 
relation would be intended to be knowledge of these circumstances. In 
Searle's analysis, this knowledge of the circumstances would evoke 
certain sets of constitutive rules which would be intended by the 
utterer to be recognized by the audience as an additional basis of 
correlation. Since both the utterer and his audience know that the 


other knows these constitutive rules, or that procedures for performing 
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the act, exist, it would seem that the utterer and audience must 
mutually know not only that the procedures or constitutive rules exist, 
but also that the circumstances are appropriate for the act to be 
performed. 

Similarly, in Schiffer's account, mutual knowledge is intended 
to serve as a basis for the utterer's meaning something; but the 
utterer and audience must mutually know not only the state of affairs, 
Or circumstances, in which the utterance is made, but also the state 
of affairs that is realized by the utterance. Thus, the utterer and 
audience would also mutually know the nature of the utterance itself 
and the constitutive rules evoked by the interaction of the situational 
circumstances and the actual utterance. Mutual knowledge of the 
conventional constitutive rules, or the illocutionary type, would 
provide a basis for the utterance being related to the response 
(activated belief, or the doing of something); and thus these conven- 
tional rules could be intended to serve as a part of the basis for the 
audience's coming to a belief, or for doing something. 

While detailed accounts by Facione (1975) and Schiffer (1972) 
have shown how meaning and speech acts can be combined in the ways 
indicated above, it is sufficient for the present purposes to note 
that the two approaches can be related in these ways to provide useful 
descriptions of linguistic communication. Also, it should be noted 
that by adopting meaning as an account of the meaning of a speech 
act, the difficulties that were inherent in Austin's formulation do 
not arise; for by considering the illocutionary force to be a part of 
the intended meaning of the utterance, it is no longer necessary that 


it be something that is in addition to the meaning of the utterance. 
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Summary and Conclusions 


In both of the approaches to linguistic communication that were 
considered in this chapter, the situation in which the utterance was 
made was seen to be of fundamental importance. This was the case in 
the later Grice account in terms of the modes of correlation between 
the features of an utterance and the intended response, especially 
in regards to such modes as conversational implicatures. In terms of 
Schiffer's account, mutual knowledge of the state of affairs was under- 
stood to involve not just knowledge about the utterance, but knowledge 
about the situation in which the utterance was made as well. The 
importance of the situation was of importance in Austin's account in 
regards to both the felicity conditions for the successful performance 
of a performative utterance, and the conventional nature of the illocu- 
tionary force. In Searle's analysis, the importance of the situation 
was even more clearly seen in his analysis of the conventional consti- 
tutive rules that structure and define the illocutionary act. 

While the nature of the situation, and participants' knowledge 
of this situation, was seen to be a central aspect in all of the theories 
discussed in this chapter, it was only vaguely indicated what was meant 
by a situation. Since knowledge of the situation is of such importance 
in linguistic communication, yet has been so vaguely defined, the fol- 
lowing chapter will be concerned with elucidating this situational 
aspect and indicating how participants' knowledge of this situation 
contributes to linguistic communication. This elucidation is especially 
important here since it is not readily apparent what is to count as a 
situation in written language communication, or how knowledge of such a 
situation may be useful to a reader in recognizing or obtaining the 


meaning of a text. 
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CHAPTER 4 


THE STRUCTURES OF COMMUNICATION SITUATIONS 


While the previous chapter has provided a basis for considering 
the communicative aspects of reading, it has also indicated that the 
state of affairs that is brought about by the making of an utterance 
is of fundamental importance for the communication of meaning. To 
indicate the importance of the state of affairs is, however, easier 
than to give an account of it. This is due not only to the vagueness 
and generality of the concept that is being considered here as the 
"state of affairs," "circumstances," or "communication situation," but 
is also due to the fact that this is not a single type of situation, 
but a wide variety of what seem to be differently structured situations. 
For example, the structure of a psychiatric interview differs in basic 
and significant ways from the conversation that takes place during an 
office coffee break, and both seem very different from the situation 
in which a reader reads one of Shakespeare's plays. An attempt to 
describe these different types of situations under a single heading 
would, consequently, appear to lead inevitably to difficulties. 

In addition to the difficulty that arises from the fact that 
there are many different types of communication situations, a further 
problem is rooted in the fact that such situations are complex and can 
be described in various ways, focusing upon different aspects and 
features. Even in a simple exchange of information, the fact that 
human participants are involved suggests differing degrees of complexity; 


for as Barnlund (1962) reports: 


Someone once said that whenever there is communication there 
are at least six "people" involved: The person you think 
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yourself to be; the man your partner thinks you are; the person 

you believe your partner thinks you are; plus the three equiv- 

alent "persons" at the other end of the circuit. (p. 203) 
Obviously, the state of affairs could be described in terms of all of 
these combinations of "persons"; and the resulting description would 
still be limited only to the participants in isolation, rather than 
in regards to each other. In short, the P-domain that has been defined 
in terms of what can be termed the communication situation is exceed- 
ingly complex, with innumerable features and a variety of potential 
perspectives. When this is coupled with the fact that situations vary 
widely, as already noted, and that they can be described with varying 
degrees of specificity, the problems involved in giving a thorough and 
complete account of the situational aspects of meaningful communication 
become enormous. 

To note the difficulty of giving a thorough and complete account 
of the communication situation is not, however, to say that an account 
cannot be given. Rather, it suggests that any account will not succeed 
in being exhaustive, and that it should therefore be considered with 
these limitations in mind. In approaching this complex problem it 
thus becomes necessary to determine the type of description that is 
desired in order to avoid confusing the account with extraneous elements 
and perspectives, and to insure that an appropriate degree of spec- 
ificity is obtained. Since the ultimate purpose of the present study 
is to apply this description to the reader, and to indicate how readers' 
knowledge of situational aspects is relevant in understanding the 
meaning of a text, it would seem that a description of communication 
situations in general would be of value here, especially since it is 


not yet even clear as to what is to count as a reading situation. As 
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a result, a detailed description of particular situations would prob- 
ably not be useful; for it has not yet been determined how a general 
description should apply, and extraneous details could only serve to 
confuse the issue. A general description of the structures would, 
however, at least provide a basis upon which more specific questions 
could be asked. Similarly, what is desired here is not an account 
that relies heavily upon interactive situations since it has not been 
demonstrated that interaction is in any way an appropriate concept 
for understanding reading situations. 

While these observations indicate what is not wanted here, it 
only vaguely suggests what should be sought. In order to clarify this 
cue and provide a basis for examining communication situations, it 
is helpful to note that in the Gricean analysis of meaningful com- 
munication, the situation is interpersonal in nature; and as Schiffer 
suggests, the situation includes the participants and the utterance. 
This can be considered in terms of an utterer (U) who utters some- 
thing (x) and means something by it, and in terms of an audience (A) 
who recognizes that U uttered x and meant something by it. This is, 
basically, just a restatement of the complementary conditions that were 
given in Chapter 3. To note this, however, is to note a fundamental 
aspect of the communication situation: the transmission of a meaning- 
ful signal, which can be considered to be a basic view of the com- 
munication situation. This can be stated as "SA-1," or the first state 
of affairs, as follows: 


SA-1: U utters x, meaning something. 
A understands what U meant by uttering x. 


While this does not, of course, deal with the whole communication 


situation, it does isolate one important aspect of this situation so 
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that it can be examined independently of the other parts. 

It is not, however, just in terms of the transmission of a 
meaningful signal that the situation can be described; for this trans- 
mission takes place within a particular context, or situation. By 
incorporating this situational aspect, the second perspective on the 
general notion of communication situations can be obtained, as follows: 


SA-2: U utters x, meaning something, in situation s. 
A understands what U meant by uttering x ins. 


This is, in a sense, only a restatement of the problem since the situ- 
ation that is posited in this description is the situation that is 
being inquired about in terms of communication situations. This is, 
however, only a means of stating the problem; for in SA-l the concern 
is with the meaningful transmission aspect of the situation, while 
in SA-2 the fact that this transmission takes place in the context of 
a situation is being considered. 

A third description of the situation is obtained by noting that 
SA-2 takes place at a particular moment in time, thus giving the fol- 
lowing description: 


SA-3: U utters x, meaning something, in situation s at time t. 
A understands what U meant by uttering x ins att. 


Just as SA-2 incorporates SA-l1, so SA-3 seems to include SA-2. This is, 


of course, the case; but while SA-2 is concerned with describing the 


utterance in regards to the immediate situation, SA-3 serves to contextu- 


alize SA-2 by adding a temporal dimension so that it now includes what 
has preceded it and, perhaps, what will succeed it. 

As indicated above, this description of the communication situ- . 
ation is hierarchical; for SA-2 includes SA-1l, and SA-3 includes both 


SA-1 and SA-2. The purpose in isolating these different aspects is to 
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make it possible to consider each in its own right, without the ob- 
scuring influence of the full description of SA-3. This is not, of 
course, to contend that these three descriptions exhaust the com- 
munication situation. The intention in making these distinctions is 
to provide bases for examining the general structures of the situation 
in a way that is consistent with the descriptions of meaningful com- 
munication given in Chapter 3; and it should also be noted that while 
each of these states of affairs will be interpreted in a particular 
way in this study, they could be described in very different ways. 
This is, however, only to reiterate that the communication situation is 
exceedingly complex and offers the possibility of multiple inter- 
pretations. 

The main purpose of this chapter, however, is not only to give 
a description of the communication situation and how it operates in 
meaningful communication, but also to provide a view of the participants' 
knowledge of the situation, and how this knowledge allows them to under- 
stand the meanings of utterances. Since this is, however, also an 
aspect of the communication situation, participants' knowledge will be 
considered in the course of examining the three different states of 


affairs that have been identified here. 


The Nature of Message Transmission (SA-1) 


The first, and perhaps most fundamental, view of the communication 
Situation has been described above as SA-l. As indicated, this view 
involves the transmission of a meaningful message from an utterer to 
an audience by means of a non-natural utterance; and if this trans- 


mission is not in some way realized, it would seem that meaningful 


_ of 


fee Sw ’ he oe " aL ; 
is wi iat i, . J a oe Ae | ab. ae h Ay P ; Ney b: f 
| ee eke ee he a0aT 
my.) y n" mea Dt eRe " 


Vee faved lyon mn we et t 


taint ane 6 epheaaitets esol 
AN iwiugo wali 
stinw sede Hoyos Be bla eg atl : 
7 dae i ihe 

Shi nels ees 4 es a4 Par ot tr ‘ai rey an H id ed 


a) seats qa he aois ey cana a fortes 


5 


nite et rhs den teins Wh uahdid eta wie 


aInesg Z 


ee Pe 


web aa heieo lpia ef ..i-Am at oneu ai aoe _— ted 110 
5) sexddou ne ora sypmpagk Wet, ramet | S {de capsienens pear 


li SeSePrego a2 


r SE sabe Dent: Mg Wreruae ti Bish i naire husenan 
ie ee3 7 heagel/L0. 4 Se Ait pies ikennned te oanben! tt ni} 


Bai i 


{ 


bis Mig) (€ f row = : 
Aare SHaness, tb ea A veeisoen Aa : aN 
Pre ‘ul yr f 
“«decnd ie iy BF Bt a alee gag 
: Nal spi - 


ia 


i Wod Bap hoapepaie / ces Rea me i 


iWsee S82, Te eMPO Se stunt oe owt ani ‘vanacithtions i 
{ 


he ath eerie abla ORR aia wind ahs ciate pest be 4 
ay, 24 fe ,2Ssrawod vet eine aonke. aged padi “ye ahntribem 


oe 


ae seats népe Avett. 202 


ad ee 


(inKE) obs pa heeiuerT: apie Sse MM seanal Mut a 


SS 


ihemrtoo ait Re way . fetrenshao Ai sapert4 94 | ine, ahi ‘a 


a] -' 


‘eug22 e303 “2 Ons. (ene 


litrintobem tad (see Sidow 


108 


communication cannot take place. 

In order to describe the communication situation by means of 
SA-1, it is helpful to examine the classic theory of information trans- 
mission presented by Shannon & Weaver (1949); for as Thayer (1970a, 
1970b, 1972) has pointed out, much of the current work in communication 
is based, either explicitly or implicitly, upon the assumptions posited 
by this work. By examining the Shannon & Weaver view, then, it is 
possible to obtain at least a preliminary description of this situation, 
which can provide a basis for a fuller examination. 
The Shannon & Weaver View of Communication 

The Shannon & Weaver work consists of a technical description 
of electronic communication by Shannon, and of an application of this 
view to human communication by Weaver. As a basis for his mathematical 
description of communication, Shannon first describes the basic com- 
ponents of the communication system. This system, according to Shannon, 
can be described essentially in terms of a transmission source, a 
channel that allows the transmission of an emitted signal, and a 
receiver. In a television transmission, for example, there must be 
some transmission source which provides the "information" to be trans- 
mitted to the transmitter. This information is not, in itself, mean- 
ingful, but is rather the information about the picture and sound fea- 
tures that is to be transmitted, or broadcast. The transmitter en- 
codes this information and transmits it as a signal by means of a 
particular channel. This channel is, Shannon notes, "merely the medium 
used to transmit the signal" (p. 5) and in the case of a television 
transmission would be the particular VHF or UHF frequency that is used 


for the transmission. The signal that is emitted and transmitted by 
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means of the channel is received by a receiver which decodes the signal 
and provides the transmitted information to the destination. A tele- 
vision signal is, then, received by the television set which decodes 
the signal, then passes this decoded information on to the system that 
uses it to construct the picture and reproduce the sound. 

While this is, in itself, a simple description of communication, 
it is complicated somewhat by the fact that the transmitted signal 
that bears the information can be interrupted or distorted along its 
route. This interference is termed "noise" by Shannon, and can result 
in a distorted signal reaching the receiver. This noise can, Shannon 
suggests, be corrected by some type of monitoring system which makes 
appropriate corrections in order to compensate for the distorted mes- 
sage. This model is presented diagrammatically in Figure 5, 

The applicability of this model to human language communication 
is readily apparent; for a speaker or writer (transmitter) encodes the 
linguistic information he wishes to communicate and transmits it by 
means of coded acoustic or visual signals that the hearer or reader 
(receiver) must distinguish from the other aspect of the environment 
(noise) and decode, compensating for any distortion which may have 
taken place during transmission (e.g., obscuring noise from a venti- 
lation system, or printer's errors). 

In Weaver's commentary upon Shannon's basic model, the appli- 
cation to human linguistic communication is made more exact; for 
Weaver notes that a particular communication system can be considered 
in terms of three different problems that arise in regards to com- 
munication: (1) the technical problem, (2) the semantic problem, and 


(3) the effectiveness problem. The technical problem refers to the 
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accuracy of the transmission of the symbols, or the distortion of the 
Signal itself by means of noise. The semantic problem refers to the 
question of how the transmitted symbols convey the meaning, and the 
effectiveness problem refers to the question of how effectively the 
meaning affects conduct in the way the transmitter desires. These 
three aspects of communication that Weaver suggests are, in terms of 
language, similar to the analysis of speech acts that was considered 
earlier. What Weaver terms the technical problem seems to correspond 
to what Austin termed the phatic and phonetic acts, and what Searle 
termed the utterance act. While Weaver's semantic problem seems to 
deal with what Austin termed the rhetic act, and Searle the propo- 
Sitional act, it would seem that this could be expanded or supplemented 
to take into account the illocutionary force as well. The effectiveness 
problem is, clearly, quite similar to the perlocutionary act in both 
Austin's and Searle's analyses. 

When Shannon's information transmission model of communication 
is considered in terms of these different aspects, it is apparent that 
his concern is entirely with the technical problem, and that his model 
does not touch upon the semantic problem at all, and deals with the 
effectiveness problem only in terms of its technical aspects. This 
difficulty with Shannon's model can be clarified by positing a dis- 
tinction between signals and messages such that the signal is considered 
to be the actual utterance that is emitted by the utterer, and the mes- 
sage is understood as the meaning that the signal is intended to convey. 
In terms of this distinction, Shannon's model can be seen to be con- 
cerned with the transmission of signals, not with messages; and in terms 


of human communication this concern can be understood to represent a 
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state of affairs that is both more basic and narrower in scope than 
that given as SA-l, and which can be represented as a special case of 
SA-1, as follows: 

SA-1":  U utters’ x, transmitting a signal. 

A recognizes the information of the signal that U 
transmitted by uttering x. 

As indicated above, this appears to correspond to Austin's phatic and 
phonetic acts, and to Searle's utterance act; but the difficulty that 
arises here is in attempting to account for semantic aspects of lan- 
guage communication (i.e., rhetic or propositional acts, and illocu- 
tionary forces) by means of a model that is concerned with signals 
rather than with messages. As Caton (1969) suggests, "The model may 
of course be perfectly appropriate for certain limited purposes, say, 
in Bell Telephone Laboratories, where it seems to have originated. The 
question concerns its adequacy as an explanation" (p. 34), especially 
in regards to meaningful human communication. 
The Nature of Messages and Message Communication 

If a message is considered to be the meaning that the utterer 
intends to communicate to his audience, it would seem that both Grice's 
and Schiffer's accounts of meaning deal with message communication since 
both are written in terms of what the utterer M-intends, and the 
response that he intends to produce/activate in his audience. In both 
of these accounts, however, what the utterer means has been given only 
in terms of the vague descriptions that "U meant something" or that 
"U meant that P"; and thus neither of these accounts is helpful in 
giving a description of the message itself. Similarly, while speech 
acts have already been shown to be helpful in regards to the distinc- 


tion between signals and messages, it was shown in Chapter 3 that what 
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an utterer means by performing a speech act may not exhaust the ut- 
terer's intended meaning. Thus, it cannot be assumed that the speech 
act can be used to give an adequate description of messages. 

Any attempt to give a complete account of a message would, of 
course, be subject to the same difficulties that were suggested in 
regards to describing communication situations; for to account for 
all aspects of messages would be to specify all the possible meanings 
that can be M-intended, and it is not clear how limits could ever be 
established such that it was definitely determined that all possible 
meanings were described. In attempting to describe messages, then, it 
would seem that the description must be assumed to be incomplete, and 
to represent only selected aspects, in terms of certain perspectives 
on the nature of messages. 

One way to describe messages has been suggested by Parry (1967), 
who argues that messages generally entail some combination of both a 
content and an affective component. The content aspect of a message 
is, according to Parry, the cognitive aspect, which he seems to sug- 
gest is the rational and perhaps propositional content of the utter- 
ance. A factual answer to a question would, for example, rely pre- 
dominantly upon the content component. The affective component of a 
message is, according to Parry, that part that conveys "the quality of 
moods, preferences, values, emotions, hedonic tones, strivings, pleasant 
and unpleasant conditions (physical and mental), volitions and attitudes" 
(p. 65). The affective component of a message can, Parry suggests, 
sometimes cause confusion by conflicting with or obscuring the content 
Or cognitive message; but generally the content and affective com- 


ponents will be consistent with each other in constituting the full 
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message. As an example of how the affective message can operate, 
Parry cites the following example: 


Conder: Good morning, Mr. Whistler. I'm Conder. 
Whistler: In that case, Mr. Conder, good morning. (p. 66) 


While the content message of Whistler's reply is a greeting, the af- 
fective message that is conveyed by this utterance indicates that 
Whistler is not favorably or agreeably impressed by Conder's presence. 
Thus, while the content message is appropriate for the situation, the 
affective message results in an insult. 

According to Parry, all messages are combinations of content 
and affective components, although messages vary in regards to which 
of these components is dominant. Scientific discourse, he contends, 
closely approximates a message that is purely content; but other mes- 
sages are so strongly affective (e.g., the utterance "Ouch!") that the 
content or cognitive message is used only as a structure for the pres- 
entation of the affective message. Unfortunately, however, Parry does 
not consider this relationship between content and affect in a system- 
atic way, and is content to give only a general indication of these 
two aspects of a message; and this makes it somewhat difficult to 
relate this distinction to the signal/message distinction. That there 
is, however, at least a potential affective component in messages 
seems evident from the example cited above, and from the argument that 
the selection of any signal to convey a message involves at least 
some decision that is based not just upon the cognitive or rational 
aspect but upon the subjective feelings and attitudes of the utterer 
as well. 

Another distinction that has been suggested in regards to mes- 


sages is one that Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson (1967) suggest between 
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the content and the relational aspects of the message. According to 
Watzlawick et al., "Every communication has a content and a relation- 
ship aspect such that the latter classifies the former and is there- 
fore a metacommunication" (p. 54). By the content of a message they 
mean the informational content of the utterance itself, or what is 
uttered. The relational aspect of a message deals with the relation- 
ship between the participants; and according to Watzlawick et al., 
this relational aspect serves to indicate how the informational content 
is to be understood within the particular context in which it is 
uttered, and consequently can be considered to be a kind of metacom- 
munication, Or a communication about the communication. 

While Watzlawick et al."s discussion is concerned primarily 
with the psychiatric interview, in which the relational aspect can be 
quite clearly seen when the patient is evasive or indicates his feelings 
toward the analyst, the importance of the relational aspect of an 
utterance can also be seen in more mundane situations, such as in the 
following example, which is used by Grice (1967) to illustrate con- 
versational implicature: 


Ase Dim Outvoiwgas. 
B: There's a gas station around the corner. 


The  intLormational. content of A's utterance 1s the fact that his car 
has run out of gas. His utterance also, however, suggests that he 
wishes to know where some additional gasoline can be obtained in order 
to allow him to continue on his journey. B's reply gives him the 
information that there is a gas station around the corner and, by 
implicature, that gas is available there. According to Watzlawick et 
al., however, each utterance in this conversation also contains a 


relational message which is communicated. A's utterance attempts to 
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establish a conversational relationship with B which can be described 
as needs-help/helping. By responding as he does, B implicitly com- 
municates that he accepts this relationship. If B were to shrug and 
walk away, however, his relational message would be that he did not 
wish to involve himself in the conversation, or adopt a helping role 
toward A. Similarly, if A were to follow B's directions and find that 
the gas station around the corner kad gone out of business five years 
ago, he would be justified in returning and angrily confronting B with 
this fact since B had led him to believe, by means of both the infor- 
mation of his utterance and its relational message, that he had accepted 
the relationship that A had suggested in initiating the conversation. 
Since Grice's implicatures seem to operate upon the basis of this 
relationship between the participants, the relational content of the 
message conveyed by the utterance can be understood to be an important 
basis upon which the conversational maxims operate. Thus, only if the 
relational message indicates that the utterer accepts the relation- 
ship that allows the use of conversational implicatures can the audience 
rely upon such implicatures as modes of correlation to obtain the 
meaning of the utterance. In the case of B walking away instead of 
answering, it seems evident that B is not accepting the relationship 
offered by the relational content of A's message, and consequently his 
non-verbal reply obtains its meaning from the violation or spurning of 
these maxims. 

In addition to this demonstration of the relational aspect of 
a message, Grice's example also seems to provide an illustration of 
Parry's affective component of the message. For while A relies pre- 


dominantly upon the content and relational aspects of the message, B 
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demonstrates his sympathy for A by replying as he does. 

While this does not, of course, exhaust the description of mes- 
sages, it is sufficient for the present purposes since it gives an 
indication of the scope that must be considered when dealing with the 
communication of a message. While these three aspects of a message 
(i.e., content, affect, relation) can be considered to be major com- 
ponents of an intended message, since messages were defined above in 
terms Of speech acts, the component acts of a speech act should be 
consistent with this partial analysis of a message. Since the rhetic 
and illocutionary acts deal with the nature of the utterance itself, 
and its force in the context of its utterance, it would seem appropriate 
that these two acts should be included as part of the content of the 
message. The perlocutionary act, however, does not deal with the 
content, but with the intended effect; and as such it seems to be 
beyond the scope of the three aspects of messages that have been iden- 
tified. In addition, it must be remembered that in terms of Gricean 
meaning, more can be meant by a message than is accounted for by the 
analysis of speech acts. Since the content, affective and relational 
components of a message are not claimed here to be a complete descrip- 
tion of the components of a message, allowance must be made for other 
meanings that have not been identified. Such intended meanings would, 
of course, be a part of the intended message, and could include such 


acts as making an insinuation or making a joke. 


wihite these distinctions are useful, it must be noted that 
these three aspects of a message are often closely related. For 
example, an insult conveys an affective and (perhaps) relational 
message which is due primarily to the content of the utterance, and 
thus to the rhetic/propositional and illocutionary acts. 
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With this brief examination of a message, then, it is possible 
to give a tentative description of signals and messages, as follows: 
SIGNAL 
UTTERANCE ACT 
Phonetic act 
Phatic, act 
MESSAGE 
CONTENT 
Rhetic (propositional) act 
Illocutionary act 
AFFECT 
RELATION 
Perlocutionary act 
(other intended meanings) 
While this is, of course, an incomplete description of the distinction 
that has been made between signals and messages, it is sufficient to 
consider the communication of messages in terms of SA-l. 
Intersubjective Understanding and Mutual Knowledge 
The communication situation as defined by SA-l can be understood 
to include SA-1', and to be describable in terms of Gricean meaning. 
As indicated above, the M-intended meaning of an utterance can be 
considered to be the message that the utterer intends to communicate; 
and consequently some type of mutual knowledge of the state of affairs 
is necessary, as indicated in Chapter 3 in regards to both Grice's and 
Schiffer's accounts, in order for an utterer to communicate his message. 
This mutual knowledge of the state of affairs amounts, of course, to 
knowledge of what has been termed the communication situation, and 
includes knowledge not only of SA-1, but of SA-2 and SA-3 as well. 
A difficulty arises here, however, in regards to the use of 
mutual knowledge in this context. In Chapter 3, mutual knowledge was 


described as an utterer knowing that an audience knows that .. ., etc., 


and the audience knowing that the utterer knows that the audience knows 
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that ..., etc. What the participants mutually know, however, is 
something about the communication situation; and what is known about 
this situation is not readily apparent from the notion of mutual 
knowledge. In order to clarify SA-l, then, it is necessary to examine 
the bases upon which mutual knowledge can be posited; for the notion 
of mutual knowledge is not a sufficient description of participants' 
knowledge since it describes only the way in which this knowledge is 
mutually recognized and does not deal with the nature of this know- 
ledge itself, in regards to the individual participants. In examining 
the nature of the knowledge that participants have, then, it should be 
possible to obtain a fuller view of the communication situation as 
defined by SA-1; for to describe this knowledge is, of course, to 
describe a part of this state of affairs. 

One useful beginning point in examining this aspect of SA-1 
is Parry's (1967) contention that communication can fail if the partic- 
ipants in a communication situation have significantly differing 
schemata. Parry's notion of schemata encompasses such things as 
"attitudes" and "sets" that individuals have in regards to under- 
standing their environments: "In brief, people approach life with 
varying expectations and reaction patterns, which lead them to build 
contrasted pictures of the environment and to interpret phenomena 
accordingly" (p. 100). According to Parry, in order for participants 
to communicate it is necessary for their personal schemata to match 
sufficiently so that the uttered message can be understood. This 
suggests, of course, that in order for there to be communication the 
various personal schemata of the individual participants must in some 


way match, or be compatible. If this is not the case, then, the 


_ " iL mh Tt) Ral ; L) vai ra - We i, oe ia} ‘ f) oe | ann aslo rah a by 
ti 7 a) fy i 7 : ; ' vi y mf] Phi oh a ih, 
| eats mee i eae ac ne 


SU its ey ta ne ‘j ie i Ms oy ah ny o ft 
‘ak ypoyewoit j weed yehavbin pampiadena ott pi 2! 
suede pws hi ‘oi bas’ qaenseeae coiieetioanan 4 


v 
tedcgie Yo nolton ead) myss! spose waa see sh is 
eee a yNéwelo od riba A 


ecinets of Qasessous ai 


aolzon ada 78 «batsac Sc. AeS paso) Late sia sohde 
t pout seg Le pest de)? aaah peak ay NP bu! e 4 en 8 balk 


Phi Pb ew She | cafe gunk yete ae bea 


el pebeivoek 24ae" ih lw ee oY T 
ui 


- *y . yi y 
sword eid? 2 4 .re eq, ene TEGO nips aout “fot at) is 
‘ } tate x ae 

at . tees VLS MSE Hee evelt ) Sear dinmauartol at: a ih 4 a 
hake i 7 


ne 
As SON CAI G8Ay sh atiad uli ‘pete ‘hea tek 


A 
4) ¢ sey Waa tat 4 sted pa 


wey hey i$ 6 ai ari nea fat 


oni mimane 


© -¢ ws ae 
OO pali@he 7 


ox  eoteen, 260.554 purrlaiita dats ‘sdested® G4 0 NY Se . 
jaseedla Vor SSE Be De oe 
oege atts - phateneyernt traded shasta Lote 


& a4 ice i 16D 


f1004. 2h. Vas tA Lips STA ye iRUY.+e ni cae Bd ssid 
- P, io “5535 eae 
| (an 
nag Hevesas SARS OES em 1 5 ake fey ent 2 babes: i 
: ed _ 


z pLeuiny La ea Ahh? vig? pala’ 


. tigi > SEs Voy it aes | 


Ari Sti) aesodaaw Slaned stat haer! . ‘ Sviegmnist vn ilet 


ean fe cantar he bie arn Set BA 


&Cive Of mats beak me. 
arnment sentxetnte OJ Pak. rhantrivee a 46 serusaig’ a 


i 
ty 


siqkvis2diéa, wat asap 10). VE os mT | hail! i <tr a 9 "ye 
ig oy rn 


Ae Oy mpere Ane Or stg 7 Bi romaine al be 
‘ | 3 | oni ii 

abit? © Tefen ye A Ae sipeipnee & et oie ted oa 

shi nha Jab komm. a ot amay + meetin a seid — 


_ 
‘ily 


Suiyht nt Peum 22g oes tae isubavibns Pd Ub etnondpe, Ts 


nd) (dul. Sree aus ton ad abed an | ecdieragpne 3 a 


Ad 


communication will fail since the signal that the utterer transmits 

is intended to convey a message not solely by virtue of the information 
contained in the signal, but also by virtue of the significance of this 
Signal when considered within the appropriate schematic context. 

While participants in communication situations can be assumed 
to have particular sets or attitudes which make up their personal 
schemata, the sets/attitudes are not necessarily permanent features of 
the participants in the same way that their capacity for reception 
on certain channels is. Since attitudes and the ways in which indi- 
viduals perceive and understand the world are subject to change with 
experience, mood, etc., the schema by means of which an individual 
understands the world must be considered to be flexible. As Swanson 
& Delia (1976) have pointed out, this flexibility is essential to 
understanding the nature of message communication itself. To deny 
this aspect, they claim, is to invite an object view of messages such 
that messages can be compared to billiard balls that have a clear 
impact in any situation. Swanson & Delia argue that this is not the 
case with messages, and that whatever impact they may have is not a 
feature of the message itself, but the particular interpretation that 
is given to the intended message by the way in which an audience 
contextualizes and understands the message through his personal sche- 
matic view. 

Although Parry's notion of compatible schemata has been used 
here in order to identify an aspect of message communication that is 
missing in the information transmission model given above in Figure 5, 


this same basic concept has been noted and interpreted in various ways 


by other writers. Rommetveit (1974), for example, describes this aspect 
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as the establishment of a temporarily shared social world between the 
participants. This is established, he suggests, by an unspoken contract 
that creates a shared basis upon which and by means of which the 
participants can communicate. This amounts, he contends, to agree- 

ment about a meaningful context which can serve to determine the 
intended meanings of the utterances of the participants. 

In order to consider these two aspects (i.e., compatible sche- 
mata and shared social world) together, it is useful to note that both 
can be subsumed under the more general and broader notion of inter- 
subjectivity, and the intersubjective understanding that exists between 
an utterer and his audience. In introducing this concept, however, it 
is necessary to note that it has been used in various ways by different 
writers in order to account for various phenomena, and that the term 
will be used in this study in a particular way, with a particular 
application to language communication. 

Intersubjectivity is based upon the contention that an indi- 
vidual's understanding of his environment is basically subjective since 
his interpretation of this environment, and the establishment of what 
is to count as reality, is the result of his past personal experiences. 
Since individuals cannot escape from, or transcend, their own experi- 
ential interpretations, their perspectives are limited to their own 
subjective points of view; and according to Schutz (1967), this can 
be described as the meaning-context by means of which individuals 
interpret their environments. 

While there seems to be an obvious sense in which each indi- 
vidual's view of reality is based upon his past experiences, and is 
therefore unique, a difficulty arises in accounting for how two or 


more individuals can arrive at any type of common understanding. In 
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other words, the problem is to account for how subjective worlds are 
bridged intersubjectively. The fact that in the normal course of every- 
day life people do seem to communicate by means of such bridges suggests 
that such mutual or intersubjective understanding is a common part of 
social life. In fact, if intersubjective understandings were not 
established, joint or communal effort, and meaningful communication, 
would be all but impossible. The problem, then, is how individuals 

with subjective meaning-contexts that are peculiar to themselves 
(including their attitudes and their resulting sets) can relate to each 
other and establish shared social worlds that allow communication. 

It has been suggested in a general way by Schutz, and in a more 
detailed way by Percy (1958, 1961), that the use of symbols in com- 
munication demands or presupposes some type of intersubjective under- 
standing. Underlying this contention there is, for Percy, a distinction 
between signs and sign-use, and symbols and symbol-use. Signs, he 
contends, can be understood to function as stimuli for behavior. For 
Percy, a sign is used in much the same way that words are used when 
speaking to animals. If uttering the word "walk" evokes an energetic 
display in a dog, it can be said that the word is a sign that is under- 
stood by the dog to mean that it is to be taken for a walk. This use 
of words as signs is, however, different from the way in which people 
usually use words in communicating with each other. According to 
Percy, this other way in which words are used can be considered to be 
symbol-use, and differs from sign-use since "the symbol does something 
the sign fails to do: it sets the object at a distance and in a public 
zone, where it is beheld intersubjectively by the community of symbol- 


users" (1961, p. 46). A sign is not, per se, a part of a system since 
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it is used as a particular stimulus. A symbol, on the other hand, is 
not intended to have the same direct relationship with any behavior, 
but rather is a part of a system that aims at setting the system it- 
self apart from its referents in order to place the system in a public 
zone. When placed in this public zone, it can be intersubjectively 
understood by the community in order to provide a basis for establishing 
a public domain of meaning that allows intersubjective understanding 
between the subjective meaning-contexts of the members of the com- 
munity. This is not, however, to say that words are not also used as 
Signs; for the shouted warning "Stop!" may well operate as a sign. 

But in addition to this sign aspect, the audience that has responded 
to the sign can also understand it as a symbol within the system of 

an intersubjectively understood public meaning-context. This distinc- 
tion between signs and symbols should not, however, be confused with 
the distinction that Grice makes between natural and non-natural signs; 
for neither signs nor symbols, as discussed here, provide natural 
evidence for something in the way that spots can provide evidence for 
measles. Thus, both signs and symbols are what Grice would consider 

to be non-natural signs. 

What Percy is suggesting is illustrated in Figure 6. In this 
figure, a triangle based upon the one suggested by Ogden & Richards 
(1938) is shown as Figure 6a and depicts the relationship between 
sign, sign-user and referent; but Percy uses this triangle in order to 
illustrate the nature of signs. The sign is related by the interpreter 
to the object, and the relationship between the sign and the object 
itself is what is imputed by the sign-user. In Figure 6b, the use 


of a symbol is depicted as a tetrad in which the relationship between 
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Figure 6 The Understanding of Signs and Symbols. 
(modified from Percy, 1961, p. 45) 
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the symbol and the object to which it is related is determined by the 
intersubjective understanding of the community. While a sign can have 
only a unique private meaning, a symbol is public in nature; and its 
meaning is determined not by an individual's private meaning-context, 
but by community agreement as to what the symbol is to represent. 
According to Schutz, what Percy terms a symbol would be interpreted 
within the meaning-context of the symbol system of which it is a part; 
and thus its meaning would be understood in terms of the intersubjec- 
tively known system. 

It is not, however, only the symbol, or symbol-system, that is 
intersubjectively known by the participants in a communication situation. 
According to Taylor (1971), intersubjective knowledge also includes 
the procedures by means of which things are done, and the way that 
social activities are conducted. While Taylor's concern is with 
political and social behavior rather than with communication, since 
communication is a part of this behavior his discussion can be con- 
Sidered to be relevant here. One of the examples that Taylor considers 
is the possibility of negotiation between villagers from a small 
village in Japan where Western style negotiation is unknown, and 
Western negotiators. While the villagers and negotiators may have 
intersubjective understanding of a symbol system that allows them to 
communicate, this is not, according to Taylor, adequate since what the 
Japanese villagers do not have is: 

the set of ideas and norms constitutive of negotiation them- 

selves. These must be the common property of the society 

before there can be any question of anyone entering into 
negotiation or not. Hence they are not subjective meanings, 
the property of one or some individuals, but rather inter- 


subjective meanings, which are constitutive of the social 
matrix in which individuals find themselves and act. (p. 27) 
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In order for there to be communication, then, more is required than an 
agreement about a symbol system. What is also required is agreement 
about other procedures, such as the methods and purposes of communi- 
cation. Such intersubjective understanding seems to be similar to what 
was suggested above as the relational aspect of the message, and also 
seems to correspond to what Rommetveit discusses as a shared social 
world. It is also, of course, a part of what Fraser (1977) terms com- 
municative competence. 

While this description of intersubjective understanding has been 
brief, the main point here is that this notion can be used as a basis 
for describing what is mutually known by utterers and audiences about 
the state of affairs. As Schutz has pointed out, this understanding 
involves not just the meaning of the symbols within a symbol system, 
but also the "in-order-to" motive, or plan, of the utterer. This plan 
would seem to include the utterer's M-intentions, and also whatever 
illocutionary and perlocutionary acts the utterer may intend to per- 
form by his utterance. Schutz suggests, however, that interpretations 
of plans are made by audiences on the bases of their own personal 
meaning-contexts and in terms of what they would mean by an utterance 
were they the utterers. Consequently, in order for an audience to 
interpret’ the utterer‘s intentions, or plan, ‘correctly, there must be 
some intersubjective meaning-context which allows the audience to 
interpret the motives of the utterer accurately. Similarly, the 
utterer must intend that the audience have this intersubjective under- 
standing, and thus must intend that this intersubjective understanding 
serve as a basis for the audience's recognition of the M-intended 


message. 
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Thus, intersubjectivity functions in much the same way as mutual 
knowledge was shown to operate in terms of both Schiffer's and Grice's 
accounts. Mutual knowledge, however, is a description of participants' 
knowing that other participants know that they know, etc., and is not 
a specification of the substance of this knowledge. Since the notion 
of intersubjective understanding seems to offer the possibility of such 
specification, it would appear that mutual knowledge of the state of 
affairs would be either a part of the intersubjective knowledge that 
the participants in communication situations have, or a description of 


how such understandings are established. 


The Rhetorical Situation (SA-2) 


The second description of communication situations that was 
given in the introduction to this chapter, SA-2, involves the trans- 
mission of a message within the context of an immediate situation. 

This situation is non-developmental since the evolution of the situation 
over time is not considered to be a factor. In examining the nature 

of the situation as posited in SA-2, it is important to remember that 
the communication situation has been posited as being descriptively 
inexhaustible. If the present study were concerned with a particular 
Situation such as the classroom behavior of grade seven Indian students, 
then it would be possible to pay close attention to the details of the 
situation, and to describe such a situation in terms of a specific 
environment. Since the purposes of the present study are more general, 
however, and ultimately aimed at the general elucidation of the reading 
situation, what is needed is not a specification of particular entities 


or elements within an environmental situation, but indications of the 
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structure. 

While the structure of a situation can be described in various 
ways, for the present purposes it is useful to consider the situation 
in SA-2 as being rhetorical in nature. There are two major reasons 
why a rhetorical perspective is appropriate for the present study. 
First, rhetoric is often concerned with discourse in both oral and 
written forms. Since the ultimate purpose of the present study is to 
examine written discourse in regards to the reader, this offers an 
opportunity to relate the nature of communication situations directly 
to written communication. The second reason for considering a rhe- 
torical perspective here is that rhetoric is often (and perhaps usually) 
concerned with extended discourse, as opposed to interactive discourse; 
and this type of situation will ultimately be of primary concern in 
this study. 

Bitzer's Rhetorical Situation 

In a seminal article, Bitzer (1968) notes that "No major 
theorist has treated rhetorical situation thoroughly as a distinct 
subject in rhetorical theory; many ignore it. Those rhetoricians 
Who discuss situation do so indirectly" (p. 2). Bitzer, however, sug— 
gests that the situation in which rhetorical discourse takes place is 
of crucial importance in understanding the discourse itself; for, as 
he pointed out, Lincoln's "Gettysburg Address" would have had a dif- 
ferent meaning if it had been uttered upon a different occasion than 
it was; and if it were uttered inappropriately, it would have been 
judged to be inferior discourse. This point is, of course, similar to 
the one that was made in Chapter 3 in regards to Gricean meaning, where 


the meaning of an utterance was understood to be determined by the 
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situation in which it was uttered. Bitzer's concern, however, is not 
to give an account of meaning, but rather to give a description of the 
situation and its relationship to rhetorical discourse; for Bitzer 
argues that "Virtually no utterance is fully intelligible unless 
meaning-context and utterance are understood; this is true of rhe- 
torical and non-rhetorical discourse" (p. 3). Thus, Bitzer's basic 
position seems to be in accord with the position that was established 
in Chapter 3; but his major concern is with the particular situation, 
or meaning-context, of rhetorical discourse. 

Since Bitzer's focus is upon rhetoric, it is useful to note 
that he considers rhetorical discourse to be discourse that is directed 
toward producing change or action "not by the direct application of 
energy to objects, but by the creation of discourse which changes 
reality through the mediation of thought and action" (p. 4). This is, 
of course, a very general definition of rhetoric, and is subject to 
various interpretations in regards to what is to count as "change" 
and "reality." This will, however, be considered more carefully after 
Bitzer's view of rhetorical situations has been discussed. 

From this basic definition of rhetoric, Bitzer proceeds to 
define the rhetorical situation (henceforth, R-situation) as follows: 

Rhetorical situation may be defined as a complex of persons, 

events, objects, and relations presenting an actual or potential 

exigence which can be completely or partially removed if dis- 
course, introduced into the situation, can so constrain human 
decision or action as to bring about the significant modifi- 

cation of the exigence. (p. 6) 

Of central importance in this definition is, of course, the notion of 
exigence, which he describes as "an imperfection marked by urgency" 


(p. 6). Such exigences can, according to Bitzer, be considered rhe- 


torical only when they are capable of being improved by relevant 
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discourse. Thus, issues such as pollution and birth control can be 
considered as potential bases for rhetorical exigences; but natural 
disasters such as hurricanes and tornadoes cannot, although the need 
for appropriate emergency planning in the event of such disasters 
could produce rhetorical exigences. 

Since the R-situation is defined in terms of its intended 
effect upon an audience, an audience is a necessary part of the R- 
Situation. A rhetorical audience differs, however, from other audi- 
ences; for "a rhetorical audience consists only of those persons who 
are capable of being influenced by discourse and being mediators of 
change” (p. 8). The rhetorical audience is one of the constraints 
of the R-situation, for any R-situation is constrained by those fac- 
tors which limit the possibilities of action in regards to the exigence 
that controls the situation. An R-situation, then, is based upon an 
exigence; but the possible responses to this exigence are limited by 
such factors as “beliefs, attitudes, documents, facts, traditions, 
images, interests, motives and the like" (p. 8). As Jamieson (1973) 
has suggested, another constraint may well be the genre of rhetorical 
discourse that the audience expects on the particular occasion. 

In Bitzer's description, the R-situation is isolable from the 
utterance itself, although it is intimately related to it. This 
relationship comes from Bitzer's claim that “Rhetorical discourse is 
called into existence by situation; the situation which the rhetor 
perceives amounts to an invitation to create and present discourse" 
(p. 9). This often results in more than an invitation, however; for 
what the situation demands is a fitting response to the exigence and 


the constraints of the situation, and what is to count as fitting is 
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determined by the nature of the situation itself. Thus, what is basic 
is not the rhetorical discourse, but the R-situation; and it is this 
Situation which not only invites or announces the need for appropriate 
discourse, but actually determines to a certain extent the type of 
rhetorical response that is appropriate. 

That Bitzer's view of R-situations is compatible with what was 
described in terms of message communication, or SA-l, seems readily 
apparent. In Bitzer's view, what would be intersubjectively under- 
stood by the utterer/rhetor and the audience would be the nature of 
the exigence and the basic constraints of the situation. Such con- 
straints could include factors which would make some aspects of the 
message inappropriate in the circumstances. Consequently, it becomes 
necessary for the utterer and his audience to understand intersub- 
jectively the constraints and exigences of the R-situation since this 
understanding is necessary in order for the audience to recognize 
what the utterer intends to accomplish by his utterance (i.e., his 
"in-order-to" motive). 

While Bitzer's analysis of the R-situation seems to be con- 
Sistent with the view of message communication given in SA-1 in regards 
to intersubjective understanding, it is not entirely clear what is 
to count as rhetorical discourse. In his discussion of R-situations, 
he includes as rhetorical both cases of interactive communication, 
such as the exchanges that take place between Trobriand Islanders 
while fishing with nets, and extended discourse such as Lincoln's 
"Gettysburg Address." He also suggests that plays and novels can 
sometimes be understood as instances of extended rhetorical discourse, 


but that scientific and poetic discourse is often non-rhetorical 
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since "the scientist can produce a discourse expressive or generative 
of knowledge without engaging another mind, and the poet's creative 
purpose is accomplished when the work is composed" (p. 8). 
This problem of what is to count as rhetorical discourse, and 
what as non-rhetorical, has been further considered by Larson (1970), 
who suggests that Bitzer's analysis shows "the ubiquitousness of rhe- 
torical discourse in the lives of readers and listeners" (p. 168). 
Larson, however, disagrees with Bitzer in his exclusion of scientific 
discourse from being rhetorical; for as he points out: 
Most scientific discourse aims at removing exigences that are 
constituted by gaps in our knowledge of the world; such articles 
seek their effects through revision in the thinking of other 
Ssclentists: (clearly a form’of action, 1£ to.think “is to-act) 
and, perhaps, through the encouragement of readers to better 
focused research that will further reduce the number of gaps 
in knowledge. (p. 167) 
In this sense, poetic as well as scientific discourse could, at least 
in some instances, be considered rhetorical; for poems such as Words- 
worth's "Tintern Abbey" can certainly be understood to address an 
exigence that lies in the meaning of life and urban versus rual living. 
In fact, as Larson points out, by following Bitzer's definition of 
rhetoric it is possible to include most types of discourse as being 
rhetorical, ranging from the leaving of a note for the milkman to the 
writing of a novel. What cannot be rhetorical, Larson suggests, is 
discourse "in which the speaker is simply putting some features of 
himself on display" (p. 166); and this must be divided into at least 
two subclasses of non-rhetorical discourse: discourse presented as 
an object of aesthetic contemplation, and discourse intended only to 


display some feeling. In addition, it would seem that Bitzer's own 


suggestion about scientific discourse could indicate a third type of 
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non-rhetorical discourse; for besides exhibiting feelings, it is pos- 
sible to exhibit information or facts without rhetorical intent, 
especially in written discourse. 

Thes dveficulLty? with» Larson's distinction’ is*thatut“s scill 
not always apparent whether the discourse should be considered to be 
rhetorical or non-rhetorical. This can be recognized in the case of 
Wordsworth's "Tintern Abbey"; for while it can be read as rhetorical 
in nature, it can also be considered as an object for aesthetic con- 
templation, or as a display of Wordsworth's personal feelings and 
experiences. In the latter case, "Tintern Abbey" would be non- 
rhetorical, or expressive, in nature; and since it is possible to 
interpret the poem in either way, it appears that the poem could be, 
at once, both rhetorical and expressive. 

This difficulty can result, however, from Bitzer's basic view 
of the R-situation; for rhetoric is concerned with the utterer/rhetor's 
response to a situational exigence. In considering rhetoric, then, 
the utterer's intentions and purposes (or his "in-order-to" plans) 
are assumed; and the concern is with the adequacy of the discourse in 
regards to the situation. While this may be sufficient for the study 
Of rhetoric, for the present purposes it is inadequate since the 
present study is ultimately concerned with the understanding of the 
audience. It is, then, necessary to bridge this gap between an 
utterer-centered rhetoric and the audience's understanding. 

One means of accomplishing this has been suggested by A. Miller 
(1972), who has elaborated Bitzer's notion of exigence. Rather than 
assuming, as Bitzer does, that the exigence consists of "objective 


and publicly observable historic facts" (p. ll), Miller suggests that 
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exigences are only given in a general way and that it is incumbent 
upon the rhetor to develop and interpret this exigence. Since rhetors' 
perceptions are based upon their own subjective experiences, their 
interpretations of exigences will be based upon these perceptions; 
and since audience's perceptions are also subjective, it will not 
necessarily be the case that there will be intersubjective agreement 
about the nature of the exigence. As Miller states: 
When a speaker's constraints combine with his perception of 
an action, phenomenon, or fact, the result is the speaker's 
perceived exigence. This perception becomes the basis of the 
speaker's intentions towards his hearers as revealed in his 
speech to them. On the other hand, when a hearer's constraints 
combine with his perceptions of actions, phenomena, or facts, 
the result is the hearer's perceived exigence: the basis of 
his expectations as he listens to the speaker. (p. 117) 
Since both speakers/writers and hearers/readers are constrained by 
their own personal subjective meaning-contexts, their perceptions of 
exigences may differ. This can result, of course, in a communication 
failure due to what Parry describes as incompatible schemata; but 
what is important to note here is that failure to establish inter- 
subjective understanding of the significance of the exigence may not 
result in a total failure EO communicate, but in what can be called 
miscommunication. This would seem to be a particular danger in non- 
interactive communication situations, such as when the writer and 
reader may be separated not only in space and time, but by social 
class, culture, and historical epoch as well. Miscommunication can 
result, however, from causes other than these; for in the case of 
Upton Sinclair's The Jungle, it was Sinclair's avowed intention to 
address an exigence of social inequality, and to advocate socialistic 


reform. The majority of his readers, however, failed to perceive this 


exigence, and consequently failed to understand his full message. 
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Instead, they perceived the book as addressing an exigence that existed 
in regards to the meat-packing industry. This failure to understand 
the exigence that was being addressed did not result in a total mis- 
understanding, however; for Sinclair certainly did intend to indict 

the meat-packing industry. Rather, what resulted was a case of mis- 
communication; for even though Sinclair's audience did not recognize 
his intentions, they did understand a part of his message. 

This use of the term "miscommunication" suggests a range of 
possible understandings from accurate communication to non-communication 
with varying degrees of miscommunication in between. This provides, 
however, a description of the problem of communication rather than a 
solution; for it is sometimes difficult to determine what is to count 
as accurate communication even if the utterer's intentions are known. 
For example, one interpretation of Shakespeare's Hamlet is that the 
play was intended by Shakespeare as an argument to convince the Duke 
of Essex to revolt against Queen Elizabeth I. While this interpretation 
is conjectural, if a "lost" letter of Shakespeare's were found that 
stated that this was, in fact, his intention in writing the play, the 
question could arise as to whether anyone who had previously read the 
play without understanding this intent could really be said to have 
understood it. In a less extreme case, but one still quite relevant, 
the question could be asked as to what would constitute someone's 
accurately understanding Wittgenstein's Tractatus or Joyce's Finnegans 
Wake. In fact, there seems to be no reason why the same question could 
not be meaningfully asked about any other piece of discourse, with the 
same difficulty arising. 


The problem that has been raised here lies, of course, at the 
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basis of the whole question as to what is to count as communication; 
for the question can be restated in terms of what is to count as the 
understanding of an utterer's message, or his M-intended meaning. In 
regards to this basic problem, Schutz has pointed out that since 
individuals have subjective meaning-contexts based upon their unique 
past experiences, intersubjectivity will always be less than perfect 
Since it will never be possible to understand with complete accuracy 
the subjective meaning-context of another individual. This amounts, 
of course, to saying that it is never really possible to understand 
completely the intentions of another individual; and this again raises 
the question of how accurate the understanding must be in order to 
receive an adequate approximation of the intended message. This is not, 
of course, to bring into question the Gricean view of meaning that was 
presented in Chapter 3; but it is to question whether, and to what 
extent, this view is ever realized in terms of actual communication 
situations. 

While this question is fundamental to a full understanding of 
communication, it is beyond the scope of this study to attempt to 
answer this perhaps unanswerable question. Instead, the present study 
will attempt to circumvent this problem; but before this is done it is 
necessary to elaborate further the basic description of R-situations 
that has been given thus far. 

Before considering criticisms of Bitzer's view of the R-situation, 
it is helpful to illustrate how his view elucidates rhetorical com- 
munication. Such an illustration will serve not only to illustrate 
Bitzer's position, but will also provide a means by which to consider 


the implications of alternate views of the R-situation that will be 
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examined. A highly appropriate R-situation that can serve as a 
paradigmatic example is found in Shakespeare's Julius Caesar (Act III, 
scene ii) when Brutus and Antony speak to the people of Rome after the 
assassination of Caesar. After Brutus has pleaded the case of the 
conspirators, and convinced the Romans of the justness of the execution, 
Antony is allowed to speak "to bury Caesar, not to praise him." While 
burying Caesar, however, Antony manages to persuade his audience to 
seek revenge against the conspirators. 

According to Bitzer's description, this R-situation can be 
explained by noting the exigence and the constraints of the situation. 
The rhetors and and audience are apparent, and the exigence is clearly 
the meaning that is to be assigned to Caesar's death. That this is 
a real exigence is demonstrated by the fact that the people of Rome 
must decide whether to sanction the execution, or condemn the assassins. 
The exigence of the R-situation, then, calls for discourse aimed at 
directing the future course of the Republic; and it is constrained by 
the Roman citizens themselves. If Brutus were to address the people 
and speak of something entirely unrelated to Caesar's death, it is 
obvious that his speech would be highly unsatisfactory. He must, then, 
speak to the exigence within the constraints of the beliefs of his 
audience; and he does this quite successfully. Antony's masterful 
speech addresses the same basic exigence that Brutus's does, but the 
constraints of the situation are different, for the people have been 
swayed by Brutus and now believe that the assassination was justified. 
Antony must, then, recognize this additional constraint while per- 
suading the people to a different course of action. It is obvious that 
if Antony were to begin his speech with a clear condemnation of the 


conspirators he would be violating the constraints of the situation, 
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and would find himself with an even more hostile audience. In the 
cases Of both Brutus and Antony, then, the situation can be understood 
to call for particular types of responses. Each speaker is, of course, 
directed by his own beliefs and his own view as to how the exigence 
brought about by Caesar's death should be resolved; but both must 
speak within the constraints, and meet the exigences, of the R-situation. 
Vatz's View of R-situations 
While Bitzer's analysis of R-situations seems to explain the 
structure of the R-situation in Julius Caesar, Vatz (1973) has charged 
that Bitzer's view is based upon erroneous assumptions about the nature 
of such situations. According to Vatz, Bitzer's view is based upon the 
contention that events are, in themselves, meaning. Vatz, however, 
contends that: 
Fortunately or unfortunately meaning is not intrinsic in events, 
facts, people, or "situations" nor are facts "publicly observ- 
able." Except for those situations which directly confront our 
own empirical reality, we learn of facts and events through 
someone's communicating them to us. (p. 156) 
In Vatz's view, then, exigences and situations do not exist in any 
meaningful way apart from the interpretations of individuals' subjective 
meaning-contexts. This is, of course, the same point that was intro- 
duced earlier in regards to Parry's matching schemata; but according 
to Vatz, this implies that R-situations cannot call for a particular 
type of response from a rhetor since it is by means of interpretive 
discourse that such situations and their exigences are brought into 
existence. 
Basically, Vatz's point is that meaning-contexts are interpre- 


tations of individual experiences, and that information that is beyond 


the scope of an individual's own meaning-context can be introduced 
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only through some linguistic medium. Such a report is, however, it- 
self an interpretation; and this report must be understood to create 
the situation and the exigence by means of the selection and inter- 
pretation that is involved in constructing such a report. As an 
example, Vatz cites the case of the Vietnam war, which at one time 
constituted an exigence. But, Vatz argues, the "situation" in Viet- 
nam was subject to limitless interpretation such that "No one under- 
stands or understood the ‘'situation' in Vietnam, because there never 
was a discrete situation. The meaning of the war (war?, civil war?) 
came from the rhetoric surrounding it" (p. 159). 

According to Vatz, rhetorical discourse does not respond to a 
clearly defined situation, as Bitzer suggests, or to exigences in such 
Situations, but actually creates an R-situation and exigence by inter- 
preting complex experiential situations and distilling from them R- 
Situations and exigences. What Vatz seems to be denying is that there 
is any intersubjective understanding between the participants in 
regards to the situation in which they are involved. Unfortunately, 
Vatz does not consider the nature of situational constraints, or 
how these may operate; but it seems evident that there is nothing 
in his argument that would prevent the rhetor from recognizing such 
potential constraints as a part of his own subjective meaning-context, 
and his own subjective interpretation of the situation. 

One difficulty that arises in regards to Vatz's position is 
that there do seem to be situations that demand a particular type of 
rhetoric. Since Vatz wants to contend that situations are not inter- 
subjectively defined but result solely from rhetoric based upon sub- 


jective meaning-contexts, he is forced to resort to a type of covert 
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intersubjectivity. Thus, he contends that: 

The creation.of salience for certain, types of events ..« . 

may be so ritualized that it is uninteresting to analyze it 

rhetorically. This does not mean, however, that the situation 

"controlled" the response. It means that the communication of 

the event was of such consensual symbolism that expectations 

were easily predictable and stable. (p. 160) 

Such "consensual symbolism" and predictability, however, suggest some 
type of intersubjective understanding to account for the consensus; 
for it is only upon some such basis that ritualistic events can be 
posited. 

In regards to the example from Julius Caesar given above, Vatz 
would contend that it was not the case, as Bitzer suggests, that the 
Situation called for particular types of responses from Brutus and 
Antony. Rather, according to Vatz, Brutus and Antony each respond to 
a complex situation and interpret it by means of their rhetoric in order 
to identify exigences and to create an R-situation. While each rhetor 
may identify certain constraints, these are a part of his interpret- 
ation rather than a part of the situation itself. Thus, the situation 
that Brutus creates is superseded by the situation that Antony creates; 
and Antony is simply more successful in persuading the audience to adopt 
his interpretation of the events. 

The strength of Vatz's position lies in the fact that in many 
cases the discourse does seem to create an exigence and to provide an 
interpretation of a complex situation that is not readily apparent to 
the audience before the utterance of the discourse itself. This does 
not, however, seem to be the case with the example from Julius Caesar; 
for in that case the exigence is clear: the rhetors must speak to the 


situation created by the assassination of Caesar; and the audience is 


not prepared to accept a different interpretation of the situation, or 
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different exigences. As Bitzer notes, however, exigences are not 
always clearly defined; and in complex situations there may even be 
competing exigences. In such cases, it would seem that Vatz's inter- 
pretation would be more acceptable since it would be necessary for the 
rhetor to establish the essential nature of the exigence in order to 
address it. 

The difference between Bitzer's and Vatz's positions is not, 
however, as great as Vatz seems to suggest; for Vatz seems to confuse 
the exigence of a situation with the rhetor's advocacy of a particular 
course of action. While these two aspects must be related, there is 
a difference between contending that a rhetor addresses a particular 
exigence, and contending that he advocates a particular interpretation 
of that exigence and a particular course of action. Thus, Brutus and 
Antony could be understood to address the same exigence, although with 
different interpretations of it. The point to be obtained from Vatz's 
position, however, is that exigences are not always intersubjectively 
understood, or mutually known, by audiences and rhetors, and that in 
some cases rhetorical discourse can function to create an exigence by 
interpreting a complex situation which may or may not be recognized by 
the audience before the rhetor's discourse. 

Consigny's View of R-situations 

A position between the extremes suggested by Bitzer's and Vatz's 
positions has been advocated by Consigny (1974), who suggests that it 
is impossible to contend either that the R-situation demands a partic- 
ular response or that the rhetor is free to create an interpretation. 
As Consigny states: 


The rhetorical situation is an indeterminate context marked by 
troublesome disorder which the rhetor must structure so as to 
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disclose and formulate problems . . . But the rhetorical situ- 
ation is not one created solely through the imagination and 
discourse of the rhetor. It involves particularities of persons, 
actions, and agencies in a certain place and time; and the rhetor 
cannot ignore these constraints if he is to function effectively. 
(Beal 7s) 
In this view, the R-situation is characterized by certain constraints, 
and by indeterminacies that must be clarified into exigences and re- 
solved by means of the advocacy of a course of physical or mental 
action. There is, then, in Consigny's view, an R-Situation which in 
some way constrains the rhetor; but the exigence is only potentially 
a part of the situation and must be interpreted and formulated in some 
meaningful way before it can be addressed. 
Consigny's view is obtained by a weakening and synthesis of 
both Bitzer's and Vatz's positions. While the R-situation does not 
demand a particular response, as Bitzer suggests, it does have inherent 
indeterminacies that invite resolution. While these must be articulated 
and defined by the rhetor, as Vatz suggests, the rhetor is limited both 
by the indeterminacies inherent in the R-situation and by the con- 
straints that are imposed by the situation. 
In terms of the example from Julius Caesar, Consigny would con- 
tend that the R-situation contains certain indeterminacies brought 
about by the death of Caesar. These do not, however, amount to a 
clearly defined exigence. In addition there are certain constraints 
inherent in the situation, such as the expectations of the audience in 
regards to the general topic of the discourse. Thus, both Brutus and 
Antony are faced with the problem of interpreting the indeterminacies 
in the situation and identifying exigences that they can address; and 


one part of their discourse must be their interpretations of what 


constitutes the exigence of the R-situation, and another part must be 
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their response to this exigence. Neither is free to interpret the 
situation in any way they please since both are limited by the R- 
Situation, yet neither is presented with a clear exigence that demands 
to be addressed. Consequently, the difference between Brutus's and 
Antony's responses to the situation lies not only in the action they 
are advocating, but also in the interpretation that they give to the 
indeterminacies in order to create an exigence. According to Consigny, 
then, both Bitzer's and Vatz's analyses of the R-situation would over- 
state the case since the situation does not have clear exigences 
except insofar as these are interpreted by Brutus and Antony; yet 
Brutus and Antony do not create these exigences freely since there are 
indeterminacies in the situation which are, presumably, recognized by 
both the rhetors and their audience, and which must be addressed. 
A Synthesis of Views of the R-situation 

While Bitzer's, Vatz's, and Consigny's positions in regards to 
R-situations each seems to explain at least some types of R-situations, 
as suggested above, these positions seem to contradict each other, and 
to leave a confused view of the nature of R-situations. This difficulty 
can, however, be resolved if it is remembered that situations in general, 
and thus R-situations in particular, represent a range of possible 
occasions that differ in complexity and structure. Thus, a single 
explanation of R-situations may be too restricted to account for the 
whole range of possible situations, but may, instead, account ade- 
quately for a particular type of R-situation. What is being suggested 
here, then, is that the range of R-situations is too great for any 
one of the descriptions discussed above to be saeunae: but that each 


of these positions may be correct for particular types of situations 
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within this range. It is, however, important to note that while these 
positions differ in regards to the nature of exigences and how they are 
defined, there seems to be a general agreement about the basic constit- 
uents of the R-situation; for all of these positions focus upon the 
participants, the exigence, and the constraints of the situation. 

While each of the positions considered in regards to the R- 
Situation claims to account for all R-situations, then, there is no 
reason to assume that this is the case. In fact, it would seem that 
there are some situations in which exigences are clearly defined and 
others in which the rhetor is free, in varying degrees, to interpret 
indeterminacies and exigences as he pleases. Viewed in terms of a 
range of R-situations, Bitzer's, Vatz's, and Consigny's positions can 
be considered to represent different positions within that range. This 
is illustrated in Figure 7, by considering the exigence of the R- 
Situation to range from the case in which the exigence is mutually 
recognized and accepted by the audience and the rhetor, to the case in 
which the exigence is created by the interpretation of the rhetor. The 
amount of interpretation needed on the part of the rhetor will, of 
course, vary depending upon how clearly the accepted exigence is 
defined without this interpretation; but the net result of interpre- 
tation and accepted situational exigence will be the rhetorical exi- 
gence that the rhetor addresses. Since this is the main issue about 
which Bitzer, Vatz and Consigny disagree, it would seem that by 
admitting a range of rhetorical situations it is possible to bring 
these positions into basic agreement with each other. 

In applying this perspective to the paradigmatic illustration 


from Julius Caesar, however, the difficulty of this synthesized position 
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becomes evident; for in order to determine how particular R-situations 
are to be described, it is necessary to determine to what extent the 
exigence is a part of the mutually recognized R-situation, and to what 
extent it is defined by the rhetor. In the example from Julius Caesar, 
the situation is simplified since the occasion of Caesar's death is an 
obvious feature of the situation; and the manner of his death obviously 
calls for some type of comment from the people responsible for his 
death. Thus, it would seem that for Brutus the exigence is to a large 
extent a feature of the situation that is mutually recognized and 
accepted by Brutus and his audience. In this case, a certain type of 
response is clearly called for from Brutus, and similarly from Antony; 
consequently the situational exigence must be understood to lie some- 
where between Bitzer's position and Consigny's. It is, however, dif- 
ficult to indicate more precisely how the exigence is defined; for in 
Order to determine this it would be necessary to know how closely 
Brutus's and Antony's views of the exigence correspond to the audience's 
views, and consequently how much interpretation has been given to the 
exigence by Brutus and Antony. 

This difficulty is, of course, similar to the one noted above 
in regards to miscommunication; for in both cases the issue involves 
determining the utterer's exact intentions and the extent to which 
the audience succeeds in recognizing these intentions. While this 
problem underlies the view of communication that has been developed 
here, it is not necessary to resolve it in this study. Rather, the 
problem can be understood to have arisen in the present discussion 
as a result of the fact that an omniscient Bae ee x has been used 


in order to describe the R-situation. This omniscience has been 
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assumed in order to obtain a view of the communication situation as 
represented by SA-2; but the ultimate purpose of this description is 
not to give an omniscient view of R-situations, but to consider what 
a reader must understand in order to obtain the intended meaning of a 
text. Since the main purpose of the present study is to obtain a 
description that centers upon the reader and the reader's perspective, 
it is not necessary to give a complete omniscient account. Whether the 
reader's perspective is correct or not in regards to the writer's 
intentions is not a major concern here; and consequently, the problem 
of miscommunication is beyond the scope of the present investigation. 
In terms of the reader's perspective, then, it would seem that 
the reader must first determine whether or not the utterance/discourse 
is to be understood as rhetorical or shoreesive in nature. From the 
reader's point of view this can, of course, be determined without 
reference to the utterer's intentions. For example, while Upton 
Sinclair's The Jungle is obviously rhetorical in intent, it can also 
be viewed as an aesthetic object presented for contemplation, and 
thus as expressive in nature. This is not, however, only a possibility 
when written discourse is being considered; for it is entirely possible 
for an oral language audience to take a similar attitude toward a 
discourse, and thus to consider it in a non-rhetorical manner. Simi- 
larly, it is possible for a reader to ascribe a rhetorical intention 
to discourse that is not clearly rhetorical. For example, it is 
questionable as to whether or not Gerard Manley Hopkins had any rhe- 
torical intentions in writing his poetry since his poems were not 
published until after his death. A reader, however, is not necessarily 


constrained by whatever Hopkins' intentions may have been, and is free 
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to interpret the poems as being rhetorical in nature if he chooses. 

If a reader perceives a piece of discourse as rhetorical in 
nature, it would seem that he would have to recognize some exigence 
that the discourse addresses. This exigence may not, however, be 
perceived by the reader in the same way that it is perceived by the 
writer; for the situational exigence may be different for the reader 
than it is for the writer. For example, while Wittgenstein in his 
Tractatus seems to have intended to address an accepted exigence, a 
reader who is not knowledgeable about philosophy will most likely not 
be aware of this exigence. For such a reader the discourse will be 
understood as creating an exigence in the way that Vatz describes, 
and it may be immaterial to such a reader whether Wittgenstein was 
intending to address an accepted exigence or to create one. 

As has been suggested above, even in regards to Vatz's view 
the rhetor must generally recognize some constraints in constructing 
his discourse. Such constraints would seem, however, not to constitute 
a part of the rhetor's M-intended message, but rather would function 
to constrain the types of discourse that he could utter, and the 
particular message that he intends to communicate. As such, these 
constraints would be a_part of the structure of the state of affairs, 
or communication situation; and if they were mutually known and inter- 
subjectively understood they could serve as a basis for the audience's 
understanding of the intended message. 

While this gives a general view of how understanding the nature 
of the R-situation can contribute to a reader's understanding of what 
he takes to be the writer's intended message, this view must ultimately 


be considered within the context of SA-3, which has not yet been 
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discussed. Before proceeding to an examination of SA-3, however, it 

is necessary to indicate how R-situations are related to the approaches 
of Gricean meaning and speech acts. While it seems readily apparent 
that recognition of the exigence that an utterer is addressing can 
serve as a basis for correlating features of an utterance to an 
intended response, or will function as a part of the state of affairs 
that is mutually known and which serves as a basis for understanding 
the utterer's intentions, it is not entirely clear how extended dis- 
course is to be understood in regards to such intentional views of 
meaning. In regards to this issue, it can be noted that extended 
discourse can be viewed either as a single utterance, or as a set or 
collection of separate utterances. Thus, Antony's speech can be con- 
Sidered as a single utterance, or it can be viewed as a collection of 
utterances that together constitute the speech. This distinction can 
also, of course, be given in terms of speech acts; for Antony's oration 
can be considered as a whole to be an illocutionary act of “urging,” 
"arguing," or some similar designation, or it can be considered as a 
set of separate speech acts with, perhaps, varying illocutionary forces. 
This suggests, ofcourse, a synergistic principle such’ that the inten- 
tion of the whole utterance is, in some way, greater or at least dif- 
ferent than the sum of what is intended by each composite act. This 
seems to fit the case of Antony's oration, for his overall perlocu- 
tionary intention to convince his audience to condemn Caesar's assas- 
sins would seem to be describable as something different than the 
collection of acts by means of which he attempts to accomplish this 
overall purpose. This type of interpretation, or application, to the 


whole of a piece of discourse can be considered to be a broad 
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interpretation/application, while an interpretation of the isolable 
acts that comprise this extended discourse can be considered to be a 
narrow interpretation/application. A problem arises here, of course, 
in regards to how the elements of a narrow interpretation are to be 
distinguished; but an analysis of this type of segmentation is beyond 
the scope of the present study since the purpose here is to give only 
a general indication of the structures of communication. For the 
present purposes, then, it is sufficient to note that both Gricean 
meaning and speech acts can be considered to have broad and narrow 
applications in regards to extended discourse, although it is not 


entirely clear how these different applications relate to each other. 


The Developmental Situation (SA-3) 


The third state of affairs, SA-3, that is of concern in this 
study involves the communication situation as it develops over time. 
Thus, while SA-2 was described in terms of expressive or R-situations, 
what is required here is a description of the ongoing progression of 
such situations. 

A major feature of the communication situation that was first 
described in terms of SA-1, and which was understood to operate in 
SA-2, is the intersubjective understanding between the participants. 
The aspects of this understanding that have been of concern thus far 
have been the intersubjective understanding of symbol systems as a 
shared meaning-context, and also the procedures and ways of doing 
things that are understood by the participants. In considering SA-2 
it was not necessary to elucidate either of these aspects of inter- 


subjectivity since the R-situation was viewed as being basically static 
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at a given point in time. In considering the developmental aspects 
of communication situations, or the D-situation, it is necessary to 
elucidate the procedural aspect of intersubjectivity since SA-3 focuses 
upon the doing of things over time. Before examining the structures 
that become apparent through a temporal view of the communication 
situation, then, it is helpful to clarify the notion of intersubjec- 
tive understanding in this regard; for a preliminary understanding of 
this will be useful in interpreting the structures of D-situations. 
The Intersubjective Understanding of Procedures 

By inquiring into the types of understanding that allow an 
individual to recognize and utilize certain procedures for doing 
things, one is not inquiring into the whole of intersubjective under- 
standing, but rather just those aspects that are of importance in 
determining the conversational procedures that are involved in com- 
munication. This problem can be understood in terms of the act/action 
distinction discussed briefly in Chapter 2, which is concerned with 
distinguishing between actions that are performed, or behavior, and 
acts that are accomplished by means of this behavior. According to 
Schutz (1967), action is essentially meaningless behavior which can be 
interpreted by an actor or an audience in terms of meaningful acts. 
For example, swinging a foot is action, or behavior, while kicking a 
field goal in a football game is an act that is accomplished by means 
of such an action. Similarly, the action of uttering certain vocables 
can be interpreted to be an act of, for example, promising or betting. 
An act is not, however, necessarily performed by a single action, but 
can be performed by a series of actions temporally sequenced, as in 


the actions of swinging an axe which produce the act of chopping down 
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a tree. 

Within this act/action perspective, then, it seems apparent 
that an utterer performs a series of actions with the intention of 
performing act(s), and that he also intends that his audience will 
recognize the act(s) that he is performing. Since acts are not 
behaviors, they must be a part of the individual's personal meaning- 
context; for it is only by means of this meaning-context that behavior 
is understood. Also involved in interpreting acts is, of course, the 
ignoring of irrelevant behaviors; for if an utterer happens to be tap- 
ping his foot while uttering vocables that he intends to be under- 
stood as an act of promising, it is a part of the audience's inter- 
pretation that the foot-tapping is meaningless behavior and irrelevant 
to the act. Thus, given the phenomena of the utterer's behaviors, 
the audience must recognize what behaviors are relevant to the per- 
formance of the act that the utterer intends to perform. 


The question that arises from this distinction concerns the 


basis for the intersubjective understanding of acts, and the procedures 


by means of which these acts can be performed. Since this indicates 


that both the utterer and the audience have a certain type of know- 


ledge about the relationship between actions and acts, the term "inter- 


subjective knowledge" will be used here in order to indicate the know- 
ledge that each participant has about acts that allows him to under- 
stand actions as acts in particular situations. 

For the present purposes, the distinctions that have been sug- 
gested by Scheflen (1973) can be used to obtain a basic conceptual- 
ization of the general structures of this intersubjective knowledge 


about actions and acts. Although Scheflen's basic concern is with 


252 


Tey, ou i Mei 
aah hy) i Mi alae ? 
pwet Balle’ sit i a pe dT 
Pane enh oe Pe 
~ A A a : ca 
4; i ; i WN vi Weite an 
it my Bi) | } A 
Aly nL an Aus, ni 
ACA Saleen 
ae 4 
i , i y bie ate ; : 
aK Li 7 ca a 
hee eran Ait rath 
1 } ‘ mY at i Ate , 
A tee ie 75 ; anh aa v8 rch even pant oe e 
| mi | | iw 
uu Nene ‘es pre nytt ine ie 
con ) 3 \ mt ee ie j Tha a a ih t 
‘ Ms ai ae 
; f Pe) es al Vid ll } hy ake eh f 
y , j Hy a te & is I A We w ; ‘ 
j : 
i 
BOG owes Nii a Gaba ie Oe ee he sade 
} 2 Mp j 
+ rv i= 7 
ap lint hes oe pours fi sa) " ? xf . d i whey 4'* Pal, | ie penis iby Sa _ 
“a gees hy 4 al ou: tule 4 r ; > 
Li iV. ones ( 4 a sh * ey og we’ y ‘ere } vohowne a 
t 
i st e A 7 o m iv r 
f - i 
[ i g 1 f t if iu 7 cre ‘ 
) a t ‘ 
\ Fa | 4 ) Yep rf , 
, , rr rey ee 
; ts i : Ci } a qoeene 1 4 shales 
i r 7 VW a 
rn os ee + ere. in aes “y rein :" ; . ot 
‘ 1 a ‘ i i - i, 
ie awe ; aay eS. Oa e vials 
# / yoy ds oy ais (6 oe 8, env a Lt ee yet iis es the hdl 
oe Fi ‘2 ’ : wa " ; 
Ms J 
cain ough Ligry.- = Oath tea ani ie vt el * Uo) 
i ; a ey ni | i : 
af 4 ; i y : i, i ‘pe , - ae 
welt, > 1% » Ce 4 Wit matt abe ene | * reli oT igi ei pai a “a * 
! oe : He ‘be pee ; 
; 3 ‘ 7 Le Sl fy! . I v9 con “| Ant UE 
itt Ge, eae ot Oe.) (a He or 4, VO Wiehe: ih ahd a) oe ‘9 ' y ; 
| . | 4 
+ Sas » Sie) iB ue be sige ys bes jeiytedet sii | 
rie ene } ee ee sha AL OM F ; . 7 
a eee wa ee 
; ; a , Y i Moai = 
4 : ; eu J 
may Alf if wel ey Cea one ae, iil 4 nga: age a ¥ ih a Mi | 
t i) J ( y 4 um a j - i 
ad mar oi 
ie 
Wert peo ery el ehh aes a “y a “ oe Ah spanlias We aie wt ts 
. ‘ p ATM he +a" qi | 
ath ged oF) par Be eee Age ieee 
pal , foe ; ite 
f 3 ‘ 
| bag i sae basa ‘W 
ait a! Tae festa Cory ie A 0 ie 2 bist 
~seh@w oo Mid “warts sano ahhh! vic: 
fl i ne pi i 
r eee ‘ a iL 
aE yey ae 
a) \ 


in 
OUT 


1 ot 
regatel ania huge casigheama biel 


| . i okt ut Lemnhiicth: nah asd A Meld Hi : 
} f mi ah i 


: . a Ne 
; opti weap ae Voattie ia 
i ; ak. hf Per ishiy P 


i 
Wage ra a 


amt: Ah de 
beats 
A _ oy . f aria, ie Lik " x 


il 


iS3 


the psychiatric interview, there seems no reason why his basic inter- 
pretation of the bases of this knowledge needs to be restricted to 
this class of situations. According to Scheflen, then, the recognition 
of acts, or what he terms "meaning," is culturally based: 

Representational behaviors are not universal in form and meaning; 

rather, they ,are. culturally specific.. A given tradition has 

a characteristic repertoire of words, gestures and structural 

arrangements for the communication of meaning, and the meanings 

of these behavioral forms are culturally specific. The term 

"emic" has been used to describe the system of forms and refer- 

ents which are used in some given cultural tradition. (p. 45) 
According to Scheflen, these cultural meanings are learned by the 
members Of a society; and the system of shared emic meanings that result 
provides the basis for their understanding of the actions of other 
members of the culture. A part of this cultural heritage will, of 
course, be knowledge of the system of symbols that constitute the 
language(s) of the culture, and also how to use such symbol system(s) 
in order to perform particular illocutionary acts, and in order to 
mean something. 

nn 

While it seems almost self-evident that at least some aspects 
of an individual's subjective meaning-context result from cultural 
experiences, the difficulty with this contention is that the term 
"culture" represents such a general notion that it seems to require 
a notion of sub-cultures in order to account for the diversity which 
can flourish within a given culture. This notion of sub-cultures is, 
for Scheflen, accounted for by what he terms "institutions"; and as 
he suggests: 

The evolution of an emic system and the institutionalization 

of certain of its meanings must have occurred together. In 

some cases, the emic meanings of a culture and the special 


institutional meanings are the same or virtually the same... 
But in other cases a particular emic meaning has been 
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institutionalized in a variety of different institutions, so 
that it has multiple connotations in the same society. (p. 87) 


While Scheflen seems to suggest that institutional meanings are realized 
in some way that is distinct from the culture as a whole, it is perhaps 
more realistic to contend that the general emic meanings may consist 

of similarities between various institutions that exist within the 
culture. In the case of a "Simple" culture, there may be clearly 
defined institutions; but in the case of "complex" cultures (and per- 
haps any culture with a large population), the basic underlying or 
synthesized culture may not be readily apparent since the diversity of 
institutions may preclude a clear delineation of what is to count as 
institutional and what is to count as cultural. This does not mean, 
however, that a theoretical distinction cannot be made; for it seems 
obvious that while an individual may be a member of various institutions 
(e.g., family member, club member, office worker, IBM employee, golfer, 
etc.) it would generally be possible for members of entirely different 
institutions to communicate with each other. By the same token, how- 
ever, membership in different institutions can lead to failures in 
communication. For example, if Bernstein's (1971) distinction between 
social classes is considered as a broad type of institutional clas- 
sification, the difference between elaborated and restricted language 
codes can lead to the failure of a member of one institutional group 

to understand the behavior of a member of the other since different 
behaviors are allowable in particular situations for members of each 
group. Similarly, the differences may deal with the symbol system 
itself, as Halliday, McIntosh & Strevens (1964) seem to suggest in 
terms of their notion of various social registers that are employed 


by different institutional groups, or in different institutional 
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settings. 

The difficulty in giving a clear distinction between cultural 
and institutional meanings is further complicated by the fact that the 
understanding of institutional meanings is often a part of the cultural 
meaning. For example, it is entirely possible for an individual who 
has never been a member of a military institution to understand the 
basic meaning-context that is appropriate to such an institution. 

This will, of course, be obtained partly by analogy with institutions 
with which the individual is familiar; but there would also seem to 

be a sense in which the knowledge of the military institution and its 
particular procedures is a part of the general cultural knowledge 

that an individual learns as a member of the society. Similarly, if 
an individual is placed within an institutional context with which he 
is unfamiliar, he would be expected to rely upon his knowledge of other 
institutions and the culture as a whole in order to communicate ef- 
fectively; and since members of this institution would belong to other 
institutions, and certainly to the culture as a whole, they would 
probably be able to understand the acts intended by an uninitiated 
individual even if his behaviors did not conform to the appropriate 
institutional procedures. 

While the potential complexity of the relationship between 
cultural and institutional meaning-contexts has only been suggested, 
what is important to note here is that the interpretation of behavior 
as an act is not necessarily a simple or straightforward matter. An 
act can be performed in different ways, by performing different actions, 
not only in different cultures but in different institutions within 


a culture as well. Thus, an audience must interpret on the basis not 
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only of general cultural knowledge, but must sometimes choose between 
various institutional interpretations, or meaning-contexts, in order 
to determine which is appropriate. Even this, however, is further 
complicated, as Scheflen suggests, by the influence of the individual's 
personal meaning-context: 
The various participants will enact customary parts in tra- 
ditional programs in "their own" way. Some differences in 
forms and style reflect their institutional memberships and 
emic backgrounds. Others reflect "personal" contexts which a 
participant carries in his mind, or characteristics of his 
personality or mood. These differences carry connotations of 
meaning. (p. 91) 
While this personal definition of procedures for carrying out an act 
seems similar to the affective aspect of a message that was identified 
in regards to SA-1, this similarity is only apparent. While the af- 
fective aspect of a message was considered to be a part of the intended 
meaning reflecting the affective state of the utterer, this personal 
meaning-context, by means of which the individual understands the 
procedures for performing acts, deals not with the particular com- 
munication act but with the way in which a particular individual will 
perform or understand an act which may be communicative in intent, and 
which may entail a message with an affective component. While the 
cultural and institutional meaning-contexts can be considered to result 
from recurring experiences which lead to an understanding of social 
procedures, the personal aspects result in part from the fact that the 
experiences that each individual has are unique to that individual, and 
will not be identical with those of any other individual. 
The Negotiation of Meaning-Contexts 


From the above discussion of the distinctions suggested by 


Scheflen in regards to sources of knowledge for the recognition of 
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acts, it seems apparent that the description of communication situations 
requires some account of how the participants can be understood to dis- 
cover a common ground for communication. This is, in fact, a major 
concern of Cushman & Whiting's (1972) in their attempt to describe 
interpersonal communication. In their view, the understanding of acts 
Should be described in terms of rules that are known to the participants 
in a communication situation: 
We believe there is a class of human actions whose significance 
is largely dependent on consensually shared rules. These rules 
control the unfolding of the action over time and constitute 
its meaning. The rules, it seems to us, are of two basic types: 
(1) those which specify the action's content (its meaning, what 
it is to count as) and those which specify the procedures ap- 
propriate to carrying out the action. It is these rules which 
assure the success of complex, interdependent transactions in 
society. The constitutive rules govern, the procedural rules 
guide...) (p.- 217) 
This is, of course, basically the same distinction that was considered 
in Chapter 3 in regards to Searle's description of speech acts except 
that Searle's "regulative" rules are termed "procedural" rules; and, 
in fact, Cushman & Whiting acknowledge this source. In Chapter 3, the 
distinction was presented in a general and abstract way, primarily in 
regards to illocutionary acts. Cushman & Whiting's use of these rule 
types, however, has a broader application in terms of social acts. 
According to Cushman & Whiting, both constitutive and procedural/ 
regulative rules are cultural in nature, and thus should be shared by 
the participants in a communication situation. In a particular inter- 
personal context, however, the particular set of rules that is to be 
used in conducting the transaction must be negotiated between the 
participants: 
We would suggest that what an individual brings to a com- 


munication situation are a set of rules. Other individuals 
bring somewhat different sets of rules. The process of 
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developing sufficient accuracy in understanding the rules being 
applied and perhaps of achieving consensus on them so that 
information can be extracted "properly" is a transactional 
process. It involves the projection of one's rules, their 
testing in the crucible of interaction, and the emergence of 
understandings on rules leading to understanding of information. 
(O27 255) 
In Cushman & Whiting's basic position, then, the structure of acts can 
be understood in terms of sets of constitutive rules and sets of 
procedural/regulative rules that govern the performance of appropriate 
acts; and these sets of rules are’ a part of the cultural/instituttional 
intersubjective knowledge that an individual uses as a part of his 
personal subjective meaning-context in order to understand events. In 
encountering another individual, however, it cannot be assumed that the 
encountered individual will have the same institutional experiences or 
knowledge; and, consequently, any encounter involves a certain amount 
of negotiation in regards to the rules that will be followed in trans- 
acting the business of the encounter. According to Cushman & Whiting, 
this results in two different levels of meaning in communication situ- 
ations: the personal, and the interpersonal. The personal level is 
"developed by direct transaction with one's environment and embodying 
, : : : 1 
all the idiosyncracies of the individual's unique experiences" (p. 220). 
This is basically the same, of course, as the subjective meaning- 
context that was considered to be the individual's basic perspective. 


The interpersonal level of meaning involves at least two people and 


"is rule-governed but the rule may be understood or apply only with 


ahis personal meaning has also been considered by Cushman & 
Florence (1974) in terms of self-concept, which they consider to be 
created from the interaction of the individual with his environment, 
and by Cushman (1977) in terms of the relationship between roles and 
self-concepts. 
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a particular dyad" (pp. 220-221). In other words, since the experiences 
of each individual are unique, and since this results in a personal 
meaning-context, the intersubjective understanding by means of which 
participants bridge their personal meaning-contexts may also be unique. 
According to Cushman & Whiting, this interpersonal level is the creation 
of the participants, and is brought into being through the negotiated 
understanding that results from the mutual desire to transact some type 
of business; but this interpersonal level of meaning represents only one 
end of a continuum of meaning levels that stretches through small 
group understanding and finally to even more generalized cultural 
understandings. This is, of course, similar to Scheflen's personal/ 
institutional/cultural levels, as discussed above. 

For the purposes of the present study, the difficulty with 
Cushman & Whiting's view is the lack of definition that is given to 
what is constituted by the rules. This is due, at least in part, to 
the fact that Cushman & Whiting's concern is not with the developmental 
aspect of communication, but rather with the relationship between the 
individuals; and it is sufficient for their argument to suggest an 
initial negotiation which results in some type of interpersonal or 
intersubjective understanding that may be unique to the situation but 
which is based upon cultural and institutional knowledge. While it 
is helpful to note this in order to help establish a basis for con- 
sidering the intersubjective knowledge of acts, further clarification 
is needed in order to elucidate the relationship between acts and 
rules in order to determine what should be examined in terms of the 


D-situation, as described by SA-3. 
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The Nature of Conventions 

While Cushman & Whiting suggest that interpersonal communication 
should be described as rule-governed behavior, it is not clear from 
their description what types of rules or behavior should be described. 
This issue can be partially clarified by noting that there is at least 
a similarity between rule-governed behavior and conventional behavior. 
The benefit that is obtained from noting this resemblance is that 
Lewis's (1969) analysis of conventions can be considered; and since 
this analysis is in terms of situations, it is highly appropriate for 
the present discussion. 

According to Lewis, conventions can be understood as regular 
Or accepted solutions to coordination problems; and these solutions 
provide members of a population with a means of coordinating their 
behavior in recurring types of situations. This basic perspective is 
borrowed from Schelling (1963), whose concern is not with conventions, 
but with bargaining and the need to create a perspective by means of 
which cold war negotiations can be understood. 

The notion of coordination as presented by Schelling involves 
the anticipation, and hence an understanding, of what other partic- 
ipants in a situation will do. As an example, he cites’ the case in 
which two individuals have parachuted from an airplane and need to be 
rescued. Their chances of being rescued are better if they can find 
each other, but neither knows where the other has landed. Both have 
maps of the area, which show various buildings, a pond, roads, anda 
river that is crossed by a single bridge. The two parachutists must, 
somehow, coordinate their activities in order to find each other even 


though they cannot communicate directly. As Schelling notes, after 
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having conducted an informal survey, "7 out of 8 respondents managed 
to meet at the bridge” (p. 56). 

It is Lewis's contention that conventions can be understood to 
arise in a population when recurring coordination problems lead to 
the need for an accepted and mutually recognized solution. Such 
solutions must, of course, work to coordinate the activities of the 
participants in a mutually acceptable manner. In the parachutists 
example, for instance, if both members know where the other individual 
has landed, and know, furthermore, that the other knows that he knows, 
etc. (i.e., it is mutually known), then the solution to their situation 
will be a meeting place that requires an equal amount of walking for 
both. 

It is this need to coordinate behavior that Lewis sees as the 
basis for the establishment of conventions; for such conventions, once 
established, provide a mutually recognized solution to a recurring 
situation in which it is desirable for the participants to coordinate 
their behavior in order to arrive at a Suitable outcome. In the case 
of being cut off on the telephone, for example, if there exists a 
convention mutually recognized by both parties that the person who 
originally placed the call is to call back, the coordination problem 
is solved by the use of this conventional solution. It is not important 
to either of the participants who places the call. What is important, 
however, is that one person call while the other waits so that contact 


can be paestapinenede 


tAlthough Lewis does present a description of what is required 
for a regularity to be a convention, this description is too detailed 
to be helpful here. A brief discussion of Lewis's basic position 1s, 


however, included in Appendix I. 
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If conventions are to be understood in terms of regularities 
of behavior, it seems evident that conventions themselves can be 
described in terms of rules such as those suggested by Searle and 
Cushman. This is not to say, however, that all regularities or rules 
are conventions; but it would seem that all (or at least nearly all) 
constitutive rules are conventions, and that some regulative rules may 
also be conventional.* 

In terms of this perspective, a communication situation can be 
considered to involve an encounter between participants which results 
in a coordination problem that needs to be resolved. Cushman's dis- 
cussion of negotiation deals with the need for the participants to 
settle upon a particular set of rules, conventional or otherwise, 
that allows them to conduct the conversation. Since the rule-governed 
shared procedures that are negotiated will vary depending upon the 
type of coordination situation that is perceived to exist, a descrip- 
tion of specific procedures (i.e., rules and/or conventions) would not 
be helpful in the present study; for what is desired here is not a 
description of particular types of coordination problems, but a general 
description of the structure of coordination situations and the under- 
standing that the participants must have in order to recognize such 
Situations. This amounts, of course, to a description of the situ- 
ation in which acts and actions take place, and not a description of 
the acts or actions themselves. This situation can be understood to 


involve the negotiated resolution of the coordination problem; and 


Iohis contention is based upon Lewis's definition of conventions 
and his discussion of rules. A more thorough discussion of this point 
could be given; but since such a discussion would not further the pur- 
pose of the present study, it has not been included here. 
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this resolution will provide a partial basis for the participants' 
understanding of acts. This will be the case since the resolution 

of the coordination problem will involve an agreement in regards to 

the particular intersubjective knowledge that will be considered ap- 
propriate as a basis upon which to conduct the business of the com- 
munication situation; and this will involve the utilization of cultural 
and institutional knowledge of acts, and the constitutive and regulative 
rules that describe these acts and the actions necessary to perform 
them. 

The initial negotiation of rules that are to constitute and 
govern the communication situation does not entirely solve the problem; 
for each utterance by a participant changes the nature of the situation, 
calling for a further act on the part of at least one of the partic- 
ipants. Coordination, then, requires a constant monitoring as an 
initial coordination situation evolves and is shaped by the actions/ 
acts performed by the participants; for it is generally not a single 
coordination problem that is encountered in communication but a series 
of problems related together by the evolution of the coordination situ- 
action. As Hawes (1973) has emphasized, interactive communication situ- 
ations involve a concatenation of interconnected acts such that "each 
communicative act affects and is affected by the entire stream of 
communicative acts" (p. 13). There is, however, an overriding sense 
in which the coordination situation can be understood in terms of the 
overall purpose of the communication situation itself. This is similar 
to the problem that was noted above in terms of the meaning of 
particular utterances within the context of extended discourse, and 


the meaning of extended discourse as a whole; for the coordination 
nn 
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situation can be described in terms of its state at a particular moment 
in time, or it can be understood in terms of the overall problem that 
provides the basis for the situation. Thus, participants can anticipate 
the course of the evolution of the D-situation by means of their know- 
ledge of the underlying coordination situation. This is exemplified 

by a board meeting that has progressed to a certain point at which new 
business is being discussed. The overall coordination problem involves 
the coordination of activities in terms of the purposes and goals of 

the meeting (e.g., discussion and resolution of problems, transmission 
of information, etc.); and knowledge of this overall structure allows 
the participants to anticipate the acts of other participants since this 
knowledge leads to understanding of the nature of the rules/conventions 
that govern the encounter and the execution of particular acts. In 
addition, there is the coordination problem involved in the discussion 
of a particular item of new business within this overall context; and 
this involves understanding the specific coordination problem that is 

of central concern at that moment in time. 

This eiey suggests, of course, that some type of hierarchical 
structure must be posited in order to describe D-situations such that 
the focus can be upon either the evolution of the overall D-situation 
to a particular point (and problem) in time, or a particular immediate 
situation itself. Even though these two aspects are isolable, they 
are not unrelated; and an account of the structure of D-situations 
would, consequently, necessarily involve some indication of how these 
different levels are related. 

While this seems to indicate the type of description that is 


desired here in terms of SA-3, this indication has been obtained by 
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considering interactive communication Situations; and it is not ap- 
parent how this analysis of the problem may apply to situations in- 
volving extended discourse. While the D-situation could be approached 
in terms of either of these types of situations, for the present pur- 
poses it is more expedient to consider interactive situations. This 
is due to the fact that the structure of the communication situation 
is more readily apparent in interactive communication since it is 
difficult to determine, at this point in the study, how the D-situation 
should be described for non-interactive situations. In order to des- 
cribe these situations in terms of communication, then, the structure 
of interactive situations will next be examined; and the resulting 
description will, in Chapter 5, be applied specifically to written 
language communication involving extended discourse. 
Harre's Description of Episodes 

A general description of the structure of what has been termed 
the D-situation has been offered by Harré (Harr&, 1974; Harré & Secord, 
1972). Like Cushman and Searle, Harré (1974) argues that social be- 
havior can be understood in terms of the implicit or explicit following 
of two types of rules: constitutive and strategic. By strategic 
rules he seems to mean what Searle calls regulative rules, and what 
Cushman terms the procedural rules. While this difference is, ina 
sense, only terminological, it can be noted that the term "strategic" 
brings out a more positive sense of rule-governed behavior than was 
suggested in the examination of either Searle's or Cushman's notions; 
for in this formulation rules can be understood to describe procedures 
that allow individuals to perform acts by exhibiting certain behaviors, 


thus making the rules permissive as well as restrictive. 
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According to Harré, social behavior cannot be described in terms 
of a single set of rules; rather, this behavior must be described in 
terms of different levels within a hierarchy of rule systems. Of con- 
cern here are the sets of rules that Harré terms "etiquettes" and those 
that he terms "situations."* Etiquettes deal with the actions that 
can be considered to be acts, and rely upon mutually understood cul- 
tural or institutional understandings between the participants. For 
example, an outstretched hand can be the means for executing various 
acts (e€.g., aS a greeting, as a move in a wrestling match). In order 
to determine what etiquette is being performed, the audience must have 
knowledge of the situation in which it occurs. This is, of course, 
only to restate what was pointed out in regards to the importance of 
the situation in Chapter 3. According to Harré, however, situations 
can be described in terms of their forms, ranging from games on the 
one extreme to rituals on the other. Game situations can be considered 
to be in some way competitive, and involve a somewhat freer choice of 
etiquettes than do rituals, which are cooperative in nature and will 
generally be more tightly bound by rules. Both games and rituals are, 
however, rule-governed since both are structured by the constitutive 
rules that make the game or ritual possible, and also include regulative 
rules that govern the performance of the etiquettes, or acts. 

According to Harré, participants in a communication situation 
have some type of goal-oriented plan. These plans may be culturally 


ritualistic in nature, or they may be peculiar to the particular goals 


tin addition to these two levels, Harré also posits a "drama- 
turgical" level. Since this level is concerned with a psychological 
position that is not of importance in the present study, this level 
is not considered here. 
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that a participant has in a specific situation. In order to under- 
stand participants' acts, it is necessary to understand their utter- 
ances as etiquettes that are performed in order to enact the plan that 
the participant has in regards to the situation, which may be described 
as either a game or a ritual. This game/ritual distinction would 
seem, however, to represent some sort of continuum that ranges from 
loosely structured, highly competitive situations in which each par- 
ticipant has a wide choice in the variety of etiquettes he can perform, 
to highly ritualistic situations such as a marriage ceremony in which 
each participant's range of appropriate etiquettes is highly restricted. 
Even in a highly competitive situation, however, such as a debate, 
there must still be constitutive rules which define what is to con- 
stitute an acceptable etiquette; and thus the game/ritual continuum 
seems to refer to the amount of structure that is imposed by the situ- 
ation in regards to the range of choice that is available to the par- 
ticipants. To term an utterance an "etiquette" in a game situation, 
however, seems somewhat inappropriate and misleading; and if the 
situation is to be described in regards to the game/ritual continuum, 
this distinction should be reflected in the description of the utter- 
ance as well. In order to reflect this difference, then, utterances 
will be understood here in terms of a gambit/etiquette continuum 
that reflects the value that the utterance has in the context of a 
situation described in terms of a game/ritual continuum. 

There are, however, more serious difficulties with Harre's 
notion of the situation. The first of these arises from his identifi- 
cation of the game/ritual continuum with a competitive/cooperative 


continuum. As indicated above, both games and rituals involve a 
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certain amount of cooperation insofar as both are defined by consti- 
tutive rules which determine the structure of the game or ritual. There 
is also at least the possibility of ritualistic competitions; and 

such competitions could be considered to be either games with a highly 
structured and restrictive set of constitutive rules, or rituals of 
games. Such troublesome cases would, apparently, lie towards the 
center of the game/ritual continuum in terms of the degree of structure, 
but would be at the game end in terms of competition/cooperation. In 
order to avoid this confusion, it would seem that the two continua 
should be considered as separate aspects of the situation such that 

it could be described in terms of a game/ritual continuum in regards 

to the restrictiveness of the constitutive rules, and in terms of a 
competition/cooperation continuum in regards to the goals or plans 

that the participants have. Together, these two continua can be 
considered to describe the structural aspects of the situation. 

Another difficulty that arises in regards to Harré's description 
of the situation results from the positing of a further construct of 
the communication situation: the episode (Harré ts Secord Anlo72)saeethe 
episode is, however, described in terms of the same structural aspects 
as the situation. Consequently, the distinction between situations 
and episodes is somewhat nebulous in Harré's analysis; for he states 
that "By the definition of the situation possible actions, with their 
social meanings, come to be understood as parts of well-defined social 
episodes" (Harrd, 1974, p. 156). This is, however, unilluminating 
since it does not succeed in discriminating between what is to count 
as a situation and what is to count as an episode. 


In order to avoid this difficulty, it is possible to suggest 
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that a distinction be drawn between episodes, situations, and etiquettes 
in terms of their scope. This seems, in fact, to be Harré's intention, 
although this is confused by his vague description of the relation- 

ship between situations and episodes. An utterance can be considered, 
then, to take place within a situation which is a part of an overall 
episode. The utterance can be described by a gambit/etiquette continuum 
that reflects the situational intent of the utterer"s message. ‘This 
message, however, takes place within the context of a situation; and 
this situation is similar in scope to the situation described in regards 
to SA-2, or the R-situation. In the narrow application of R-situations, 
however, these situations were understood to take place within a larger 
context, which can now be termed the episode, typified to some extent 

by the structural aspects discussed above. 

Before proceeding to a further elucidation of this general 
hierarchical structure of the D-situation, it is helpful to demonstrate 
the applicability of even this preliminary formulation by reconsidering 
the paradigmatic example from Julius Caesar that was discussed above in 
regards to R-situations. As was pointed out, Brutus and Antony both 
face different R-situations in making their speeches, in which the 
exigence is to a large extent accepted. In terms of the gambit/ 
etiquette continuum of the utterance, it would seem that Brutus's 
speech can be considered basically as a series of etiquettes since he 
is addressing a situation that is highly structured. While Antony's 
speech can be described as a series of gambits, it is delivered in a 
different R-situation than is Brutus's, and has the appearance of 
being a series of etiquettes since his avowed purpose is to conform to 


the strict constraints of the situation. It is, however, by means of 
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a clever use of apparent etiquettes that Antony offers his gambits, 
and thereby takes advantage of the audience's perception of his utter- 
ances as a set of etiquettes. Both of these speeches, however, take 
place within the context of an episode that can be considered to be 
ritualistic in nature. This episode is, however, subject to different 
interpretations, from different points of view. For example, Brutus 
certainly perceives the episode as being more cooperative than Antony 
does since Antony, despite his promise, obviously perceives the episode 
as highly competitive in nature. 

This difficulty in applying this view of D-situations cannot 
be fruitfully considered until the nature of this situation has been 
further clarified. From this example, however, it does seem that 
the nature of the episode in which the R-situation occurs can be per- 
ceived in different ways by different participants, and that for the 
participants to understand each other completely it would be necessary 
for them to agree intersubjectively about the nature of the encounter. 
As indicated, however, intersubjective understanding of episodes does 
not always seem to be a simple matter of agreement or disagreement, but 
rather may involve varying degrees of misunderstanding. 
Frentz & Farrell's Language-Action Paradigm 

A helpful description of the nature of the relationship between 
episodes, situations and utterances has been given by Frentz & Farrell 
(1976). Like Harré, Frentz & Farrell are concerned with describing 
communication from an omniscient point of view, with the emphasis 
upon the description of communication rather than upon the knowledge 
that the participants must have in order to understand the Situation. 


Rather than drawing distinctions in terms of episodes, situations and 


ee oes at toe aha 
yore kl a Sai ennai i ms 
“ qwanstulattt tga ae sionally Me sib 
coe a esishoaec wisi pail at | : pa 


iyi ae 


ehCuy Lay whet ei Ripe, the Hick: sun 


| ait | heh sbisnablig pki ni wie sik dian 
pote shows Sa ee. ae adic aeeneel * voy 
“ssiy uel nee My, POD abe inst r yee: a cad und 
eek eR) NR, ER / see ieee rt al qrenieva 
coaenen: Oot Blirakdit, gain mie" pede sna to saretu 02 2 rans 
1 a 
bandas ids pid, he santa ort? Jacl “eke niente tk wee, a ; 
corey aveecres tom tek Salada! ro op boeetnetaaiek agen on 
4 .diewmern decay am Seven »e yh 4G won ekaalte a aa hace noha 2 


vba mnas gerbe pedi 220! sip rm potovak 


4 


inne 


a 


fegrernitonet 3. ctelgntagy ele i ho, Sausage oes hp: natant nade at 

ae «x adrotel Re eave need aa anos ete kell rotten ‘4 ao 
Sioekg ae Sates wie Liar’ a a bye oobi 

A basins ea be Ww ey Ee susan entemneee Pe “aes nots 

vee Cael Oe qedibt, yee Taft i Jee Lae 2¢) selsat seat: eatin 

ih “ive : 

(tet Soue be wet Sed ai un 12096 cx oR ery ssnmigyna 799) <n sl 


ite ocak sonst: scents Bee udllh ot mb abel joritgaih, inn | 
iy aati 


utterances, Frentz & Farrell distinguish between contexts, episodes, 
and symbolic acts. The context is considered in terms of two com- 
ponents: form of life, and encounters. The form of life consists 
of what has previously been discussed as cultural and institutional 
knowledge, consisting of knowledge of the procedures or actions that 
constitute the performance of acts. It is, according to Frentz & 
Farrell, through this type of knowledge that form is given to com- 
munication, as they explain: 
The world of communication acquires form through its shared 
differentiation. The concept of communication itself demands 
a common ontology which is accessible to its participants 
through form. This ontology includes the total conceptual, 
aesthetic, and cultural knowledge which a society shares and 
which is recreated and expressed through the overall structure 
of that society's language. (pp. 334-335) 
This shared knowledge has, of course, previously been described as 
intersubjective knowledge. As was also discussed above, it is by means 
of this knowledge that participants in communication situations inter- 
pret actions as acts and thereby perceive the situation as meaning- 
des 
The general form of life knowledge must, however, be applied 
to particular situations; and this application is what Frentz & Farrell 
call encounters. Encounters are the realization of particular forms 
of life in order to meet the demands of the particular situation, 
which is a part of the intersubjective understanding that is negotiated 
by the participants in order, as Cushman suggests, to create a mutual 
understanding of the rules and procedures that will be used. In most 
instances, this amounts to agreeing upon institutional procedures and 


constraints in order for the participants to have a basis upon and 


means by which to conduct the business of their encounter. 
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These two aspects of what Frentz & Farrell call the context 
of the communication do not seem to relate to any of the levels sug- 
gested by Harré, but rather seem to add an additional hierarchical 
level to his description. What Frentz & Farrell term an episode, 
however, seems to conform to what the same term means in Harré's 
analysis; but while Harré considers episodes Only in terms of the two 
continua discussed above, Frentz & Farrell examine episodes more 
specifically. They define episodes as "a rule-conforming sequence of 
symbolic acts generated by two or more actors who are collectively 
Oriented toward emergent goals" (p. 338). The unity of an episode 
is, then, provided by the goal orientation of the participants. It 
is important to note here that episodes are not defined in terms of the 
individual plans of the participants, but rather are defined on the 
basis of the mutual understanding and agreement of the participants. 
Episodes differ from encounters in that episodes are the specific 
structure of the actual temporal sequence of acts that are performed, 
and do not refer to the utilization of form of life knowledge. That 
episodes are dependent upon this form of life knowledge, however, is 
apparent from the fact that they must be mutually directed, or goal- 
oriented; and this mutual goal-orientation is derived from the indi- 
vidual plans of the participants, negotiated and intersubjectively 
understood through the utilization of cultural/institutional form 
of life knowledge. Episodes, then, take place within the confines 
defined by form of life knowledge, realized by the nature of the 
particular encounter. This results in what Frentz & Farrell consider 
the definitional imperative of the episode, or the aspect of the 


episode that becomes dominant due to the plans and goal-orientation 
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of the participants. Episodes can be dominant in terms of either 
their structural, relational, or informational aspects. Structurally 
dominant episodes are basically ritualistic in nature, exemplified 

by episodes such as formal introductions, or turn-taking procedures. 
Informationally dominant episodes are concerned primarily with the 
disclosure of knowledge or information in order to accomplish the 
purposes set forth by the mutual goal-orientation. Frentz & Farrell 
suggest that such activities as essay-writing and bomb-defusing exem- 
plify this type of episodic dominance. Relationally dominant episodes 
are characterized by an emphasis upon the relationship between the 
participants, and are illustrated by activities such as demonstrations 
of power, intimacy, and disclosure about the self. 

While Frentz & Farrell suggest that these three types of episodes 
can be considered to be analytically distinct, they also suggest that 
"it is quite possible for some composite of the above types to be 
defined and for the resultant interchange to run smoothly" (p. 338). 
In fact, it is important to note that the definition of an episode in 
terms of one of these types does not mean that the episode is charac- 
terized exclusively by that aspect, but means only that the emphasis 
of the goals can be typified by one of these types. Relationally 
dominant episodes will, generally, also involve the communication of 
information; and this will take place within some mutually agreed 
upon structure defined by the encounter. Thus, the dominance of these 
types must be considered to be one of degree; anaVat may, ‘in- Fact y be 
the case that different parts of an episode will be dominated by dif- 
ferent aspects. 


In addition to the definition imperative, episodes can be 
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described in terms of the developmental structure of the episode; for 
Frentz & Farrell argue that the structure "is composed not of surface 
stylistic variations, but rather a recurrent analytic base" (p%. 338). 
This base consists of a series of episodic developments that conform 
to the following pattern: initiation, definition, rule-confirmation, 
strategic development, and termination. Each episode must, they con- 
tend, begin with some type of initiation during which the participants 


Signal their willingness to communicate. After this initiation is 


accomplished, a definitional stage follows during which the participants 


negotiate the structural basis of the type of encounter episode that 

is to take place. It is at this point that the episodic dominance is 
established in accordance with the individual plans and mutual goals 

of the participants. This is followed by a period of rule confirmation 
during which the definition is tested so that the participants can 
confirm their intersubjective understanding of the episode. While 
Frentz & Farrell suggest that this is followed by a stage of strategic 
development, or the actual conducting of the business that has been 
agreed upon, it would seem that the rule confirmation and strategic 
development stages may well overlap since the rules may be tested and 
confirmed in the course of an attempt to develop the episode in ac- 
cordance with the mutual goals. In fact, it would seem that the defi- 
nitional stage may well be accomplished by means of a participant's 
attempt to develop the episode. This is, however, only to suggest that 
the full development of the episode may be condensed so that definition 
and rule-confirmation may be accomplished by means of attempts at 
strategic development. Once the episode has been suitably developed, 


there must be some type of termination which occurs when the defined 
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goals have been fulfilled. As Frentz & Farrell suggest, however: 
The termination imperative may simply function as a transition 
to a new episode in the total encounter time-span the actors 
share together. When this occurs, the termination phase may 
simultaneously constitute the initiation phase of a new episode 
still to be defined. (p. 340) 
Thus, One episode may lead into another since the termination stage 
of one episode may be the initiation and/or definition stage of another. 
A single encounter may, then, have more than one episode; but when 
there is an episodic transition it would seem to be at least potentially 
necessary for the participants to renegotiate the relevant form of life 
knowledge that is pertinent to the encounter. For example, if the 
participants in an encounter first engage in an episode about when a 
business contract will be signed, then begin discussing an upcoming 
football game, it would seem that while the same encounter is being 
realized, the difference in the two episodes requires a shift in the 
relevant form of life knowledge since different institutional structures 
are being evoked. 
It is important to note that what has been described above is 
an idealized view, and that in actual practice episodes may be altered 
or redefined without being fully developed, or may be interrupted and 
resumed. Thus, the encounter must be considered to be dynamic rather 
than static in nature; for it is continually open to renegotiation. 
Unlike Harré, Frentz & Farrell do not posit a situation level 
in their model, but consider the symbolic act to be the next level 
below the episode. In considering symbolic acts, or utterances, Frentz 
& Farrell posit four different forces, the first three of which are 
similar, if not identical, to the different components of a speech 


act, particularly as defined by Searle. While Frentz & Farrell contend 
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that their description of acts differs from speech acts since speech 
acts are defined "independent of the episodes in which they occur" 

(p. 340), it has been demonstrated above, in Chapter 3, that this is 
not the case since the performance of a speech act is highly dependent 
upon the context or circumstances in which it occurs. Consequently, 
Frentz & Farrell's definition of a symbolic act can be related to 


Searle's formulation of a speech act in the following way: 


Frentz & Farrell Searle 

propositional force propositional act (force?) 
expressive force illocutionary act/force 
consequential force perlocutionary act (force?) 
episodic force a 


Since the first three aspects of a symbolic act seem to be derived from 
the description of speech acts, the more traditional speech act terms 
will be retained here. The fourth aspect of a symbolic act, the 
episodic force, does not seem to have a corresponding term in the 
theory of speech acts and thus requires a closer examination. Frentz 
& Farrell explain episodic forces as follows: 
When placed in the context of an episode, symbolic acts acquire 
a fourth feature--namely, episodic force. Episodic force com- 
pletes the explanation of symbolic acts by specifying the com- 
municative function of acts within the overall sequential struc- 
ture of an episode. (p. 340) 
Thus, Frentz & Farrell suggest that in addition to the other aspects of 
a speech act there is an episodic force which furthers the development 
of the episode. As an example of a clear episodic force they suggest 
the example of a child who requests a glass of water not because he is 


thirsty, but because it is a way of avoiding going to bed. If this 


intention is recognized by the parents, then they have recognized the 
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episodic force of the utterance. This type of force seems to be beyond 
the nature of indirect speech acts, as discussed in Appendix H, and 
seems to refer to what was considered, in regards to SA-l, as "other 
intended meanings" of a message. To incorporate this force within the 
framework of speech acts would, however, raise the same type of problem 
that was discussed in regards to Austin's distinction between locu- 
tionary and illocutionary acts; for it would seem that the illocutionary 
and perlocutionary acts could exhaust the episodic force, as in the 

case in which a child requests a glass of water because he is thirsty 
and genuinely wants a glass of water to drink. 

While episodic forces are a questionable addition to the theory 
of speech acts, they do seem to provide a means of describing some of 
the "other intended meanings" that can be a part of a message. But this, 
too, presents difficulties; for in the example of the child attempting 
to trick his parents by asking for a glass of water, it is not neces- 
Sarily a part of the child's M-intended message that his parents 
recognize the episodic force of his utterance. The basis of this 
deception, however, seems to be related to the gambit/etiquette con- 
tinuum that was suggested in regards to Harré's description of utter- 
ances; for while the child in this example is offering a gambit, he 
is intending that it be understood as a particular etiquette; and while 
the episode is perceived by the child as being competitive in nature, 
he intends that his parents perceive it as being cooperative. This"is; 
of course, similar to the example of Antony's speech in Julius Caesar, 
discussed above. For the present purposes, then, the episodic force 
can be considered to deal with the relation of the gambit/etiquette to 


the episode/situation in which it occurs; and this can be considered 
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to be an aspect of the message that is in some way in addition to the 
aspects defined by the components of a speech act. 

This synthesized model suggested by Frentz & Farrell can be 
synthesized with the basic structural model suggested by Harré in order 
to give a more detailed description of the D-situation. Since the 
different levels of the description have been considered to be hier- 
archical in nature, this results in a preliminary taxonomy of the D- 
Situation, and is given in Figure 8. Since the purpose of this pre- 
liminary taxonomy is only to indicate the result of synthesizing Harré's 
and Frentz & Farrell's descriptions, the R-situation and message com- 
ponents are not elaborated here, even though the message component 
has now been modified by the addition of an episodic force and a 
gambit/etiquette continuum. Continua are represented in this figure 
by extended dashes (------- ); and the episode is defined in terms of 
the structural aspects, the dominance aspects, and the developmental 
sequence. Before filling out this taxonomy in regards to the position 
taken above in regards to form of life, R-situations and messages, it 
is helpful to examine another view of the D-situation in order to 
elucidate some of the features suggested in Figure 8. 

Levin & Moore's Dialogue-Games 

Unlike Harré's and Frentz & Farrell's models, the description 
suggested by Levin & Moore (1977) is based upon the analysis Ole 
definite set of data. These data come basically from the communications 
between computer operators by means of on-line terminals, and thus 
concern interactive written language communication. Also unlike Harré's 
and Frentz & Farrell's descriptions, the one given by Levin & Moore has 


served as the basis for a simulation model and has thus been tested in 
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dominance aspects: structural 
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relational 
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strategic development 
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SITUATION (Rhetorical or Expressive) 


UTTERANCE (MESSAGE) 


Figure 8 A Preliminary Taxonomy of the D-situation. 
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an objective way. 


Although there are two aspects of the Levin §& Moore model, only 
one of these is useful here. In presenting their theory, Levin & 

Moore first give a general description of the overall structure of 
dialogues; then they present detailed analyses of some particular types 
of dialogues. Since these particular games are admittedly not in any 
way exhaustive, these specific types are too detailed to be of interest 
here; for what is required here is not a list of possible interactive 
dialogue structures, but a general understanding of communication situ- 
ations that can be applied to extended written discourse, and more 
particularly to the reading of this type of discourse. 

Levin & Moore assert that the structures of dialogic communication 
must be understood in terms of the plans and goals of the participants. 
Although they do not elaborate this aspect, it would seem that they 
would be in basic agreement with the description given above. According 
to Levin & Moore, the structure of dialogue-games can be described as 
follows: 

A Dialogue-Game consists of three parts: a set of Parameters, 

the collection of Specifications that apply to these Parameters 

throughout the conduct of the DG (Dialogue-Game), and a par- 
tially ordered set of Components characterizing the dynamic 

aspects of the DG. (p. 402) 

The parameters are, basically, those entities that can be identified in 
the situation. For the specific dialogue-games that Levin & Moore 


describe, they report that they have needed only three parameters: the 


two participants and the subject or topic of the communication. Of more 


ithe different types of dialogue-games considered in detail by 
Levin & Moore's simulation model are: (1) helping, (2) action-seeking, 
(3) information-seeking, (4) information-probing, (5) instructing, and 
(6) griping. 
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interest here are the parameter spectifications, which are basically 

what has been described above as the cultural and institutional know- 
ledge of acts and sequences of acts, and the procedures for behaving 

appropriately in particular situations. Levin & Moore describe this 

type of intersubjectivity as follows: 

We claim that these Specifications are known to the partici- 

pants of the dialogue, and the requirement that they be sat- 

isfied during the conduct of a DG is used by the participants 
to signal what DGs they wish to conduct, to recognize what DG 
is being bid, to decide how to respond to a bid, to conduct 

the DG once the bid is accepted, and to terminate the DG when 

appropriate. (p. 403) 

This amounts, of course, to a negotiated intersubjective understanding 
of the rules by which the communication is to be conducted. 

While it is somewhat difficult to determine how Levin & Moore's 
rather vague notion of parameters relates to the preliminary taxonomy 
suggested in Figure 8, the parameter specifications obviously relate 
to what is described at the encounter level of the context. In this 
regard, the parameters that are being specified can be understood to 
be, in effect, the parameters of the communication situation itself; 
for such specifications indicate the appropriate institutional/cultural 
constitutive and regulative rules that are agreed upon by the partic- 
ipants as definitions of what is to count as an appropriate gambit/ 
etiquette in the situation. According to Levin & Moore, this mutual 
agreement about the parameter specifications of the situation are 
negotiated; for one participant makes a bid to initiate a particular 
type of situation, and the other participants are free either to 
accept or reject this bid. This bidding/acceptance aspect is, however, 


not a part of the parameter specifications, but.is/a part of-thesactual 


components of the situation, although it can be suggested that the 
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parameter specifications will indicate the content of bids and ac- 
ceptances. 

Levin & Moore's description of the dynamic aspects, or com- 
ponents, of dialogue-games is similar to the developmental sequence 


suggested by Frentz & Farrell, and can be compared to this model as 


follows: 

Levin & Moore Frentz & Farrell 
nomination 

initiation, definition 
recognition 
igtenrcig tent ies Kel aan! few eee. Me 
——----— rule confirmation 
conduct strategic development 
termination termination 


While some differences exist between these formulations, these dif- 
ferences seem to be more terminological than substantive. While Frentz 
& Farrell specify an initiation stage, this is assumed within Levin & 
Moore’s notion of nomination, which consists of one participant offering 
a bid in regards to the rules and goals that are to constitute the pur- 
pose and structure of the encounter. This nomination, and the recog- 
nition by the other participants, are both subsumed under Frentz & 
Farrell's notion of definition, and seem to specify particular aspects 
of this definition. Levin & Moore's instantiation phase is actually 
quite similar to Frentz & Farrell's rule confirmation, except that 
Levin & Moore's emphasis is upon the acceptance of the rules as inter- 
subjectively understood and agreed upon, while Frentz & Farrell sug- 
gest that this is followed by a period of testing in order to confirm 


this understanding. Both agree that once the rules and procedures 
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are established, the affair itself is conducted in accordance with these 
rules; and both agree that the episode ends with some type of ter- 
mination. Since both of these descriptions of the development of en- 
counters are concerned with the same process of negotiation and agree- 
ment, and the conducting of the affair, it would seem that what Levin 
& Moore describe as components of the episode are what has been des- 
cribed as the development of the episode by Frentz & Farrell. This 
means, however, that Levin & Moore's lowest or most basic level is not 
the utterance, or even the situation, but the episode. It can be noted, 
however, that since the different levels are hierarchical, the various 
stages of the episode have been used by Levin & Moore in place of a 
particular description of these lower levels. 

These additional aspects suggested by Levin & Moore can be 
added to the taxonomy given in Figure 8. This taxonomy can also, of 
course, be expanded by incorporating the aspects of communication situ- 
ations discussed in terms of SA-l and SA-2, and by the previous dis- 
cussion of SA-3. This expanded taxonomy is given in Figure 9, and 
can be considered to be the final version of the taxonomic description 
of the D-situation. In terms of this taxonomy, an utterance can be 
understood in regards to the various aspects of its message. This 
understanding can, however, also be contextualized in terms of the 
R-situation (or the expressive situation) as defined in terms of SA-2. 
Situations, however, can also be understood within the context of 
episodes, which in turn can be understood in terms of the overall 
encounter. Encounters themselves can, however, be understood within 
the context of general form of life knowledge. The context and 


episode levels can, then, be recognized as the contribution of SA-3 
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CONTEXT 


form of life 
intersubjective understanding of recurring coordin- 
ation situations 
intersubjective knowledge of: constitutive and 
regulative rules for performing acts and 
sequences of acts, in terms of cultural, 
institutional and personal aspects 


encounter 
parameter specifications (selected from form of life) 


EPISODE 


structural aspects: game ------- ritual 
competition ------- cooperation 


dominance aspects: structural 
informational 
relational 


developmental sequence: initiation 
definition 
nomination (bid) 
recognition (acceptance) 
instantiation 
rule confirmation 
strategic development 
termination 


SITUATION (Rhetorical or Expressive) 


For R-situations: constraints 


exigence 
accepted ------- created 
MESSAGE 

content 

rhetic (propositional) act 

illocutionary act 
affect 
relation 
perlocutionary act 
gambit ------- etiquette 


episodic force 
(other intended meanings) 


Figure 9 Final Taxonomy of the D-situation. 
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to the description of communication situations. 


D-situations and Intersubjective Knowledge 


While the taxonomy given in Figure 9 describes the basic struc- 
tures of the D-situation, it does not represent participants' knowledge 
of this situation; for to say that participants have knowledge of what 
is represented in this taxonomy is different than saying that the 
taxonomy itself represents this knowledge. This taxonomy can, however, 
be interpreted in terms of participants' knowledge by considering the 
framework suggested by Kjolseth (1972). 

Kjolseth's view of participants' knowledge of communication situ- 
ations is similar to the view that has been developed above. According 
to Kjolseth, the participants must have shared knowledge such that "(1) 
it is possessed and sanctioned by a more or less inclusive population 
of members, (2) it is known in a particular mode of relevance, and (3) 
it has a socio-temporal locus of relevance" (p. 61). This is, of 
course, Similar to the claims that have been made above in regards to 
participants' knowledge of communication situations. Kjolseth's concern 
is not with the situation, however, but with the shared knowledge it- 
self, which he describes in terms of four bases of knowledge: back- 
ground, foreground, emergent ground, and transcendent ground. 

To say that participants in communication situations must share 
a certain background knowledge means, according to Kjolseth, that they 
share knowledge that is "equally relevant to any episode in any setting 
in society" (pp. 61-62). What Kjolseth is concerned with describing 
in terms of background knowledge is not, however, what has been sug- 
gested above in terms of form of life, but is rather the background 


competence that participants must have in order to understand utterances. 
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Thus, Kjolseth does not perceive background knowledge as including the 
appropriate procedures, as was suggested above, but only the meaning 
of symbols within the meaning-context of the symbol system. This is, 
however, too narrow an interpretation of background knowledge for the 
present study; and it seems permissible to reinterpret Kjolseth's 
notion of background as including not just knolwedge of the symbol 
system, but knowledge of the different cultural/institutional con- 
ventions and other rule-governed regularities of behavior as well. 

Kjolseth's notion of foreground is, however, more appropriate 
for the view of communication situations developed here. Knowledge of 
the foreground is defined by Kjolseth as “what anybody knows is cat- 
esorically relevant for the duration of this setting" (p. 62). That is, 
the foreground includes the knowledge that is utilized in order to 
contextualize within a particular cultural/institutional meaning- 
context. While this seems to offer an application to both the encounter 
and the episode aspects of the taxonomy presented above, foreground 
knowledge seems more appropriate in terms of the episode since 
episodes seem to have categorical relevance while encounters are 
better described in terms of parameters. Bridging the foreground and 
the background, then, is the encounter; for it is by means of the 
encounter that diverse background knowledge is selected and made 
available as a particular foreground. 

In describing the emergent ground of a conversation, Kjolseth 
Suggests that: 

When in a real conversation . . . one is always in the vivid 

present of a unique, actual, occurring, and on-going episode 

in the course of an unfolding interaction chain. To say that 


members are at a point in social time, or to feel that one is 
with someone “somewhere, is synonymous with noting that there 
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is shared knowledge of this terrain--and I will call this 
type of knowledge the "emergent ground." (p. 65) 


The emergent ground, then, deals with the actual conversation as it 
has unfolded to the present moment. Complementing the emergent ground 
is the transcendent ground, which is much like the emergent ground 
except that "whereas emergent knowledge is real and objective, tran- 
scendent knowledge is yet unrealized and potential" (p. 67). The 
emergent and transcendent grounds, then, represent the knowledge that 
the participant has of how the episode has evolved to the present 
moment, and the predictions or anticipations that the participants have 


of what will emerge as the encounter unfolds. Such knowledge is, of 


course, based upon the foreground knowledge of episodes; but while fore- 


ground knowledge deals with general cultural/institutional conventions 
and rule-governed procedures, the transcendent and emergent grounds 
deal with the actual realization of this ground in terms of the unique 
situation that is unfolding in time. At any moment in this episode, 
the participants will have specific knowledge of what has gone before, 
interpreted partly by means of the meaning-context provided by under- 
standing at the foreground level, and will also have anticipations 
about what will occur as the encounter develops, also based upon fore- 
ground knowledge. In terms of the taxonomy suggested above, it would 
seem that these two grounds are realized by means of the situation, 
to encompass the uttered message which occurs at the point at which 
knowledge of emergent ground and the transcendent ground meet. 

The knowledge that participants have of the communication situ- 
ation is represented as an analog model in Figure 10, where Only the 
major elements from the taxonomy are included. In terms of this model, 


participants in communication situations can be understood to have 
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BACKGROUND 


£orm-oL Lite 


encounter 


FOREGROUND 
episode 


Situation 


| 
EMERGENT as TRANSCENDENT 


GROUND GROUND 


Figure 10 A Model of Intersubjective Knowledge. 
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certain cultural/institutional background knowledge which allows them, 
by means of a particular encounter, to utilize an appropriate part of 
this knowledge in order to establish an intersubjective meaning-context 
by which to understand the nature of the encounter. This knowledge 
is applied, by means of a constantly evolving situation, to the actual 
utterances in order to understand the message. This interpretation 
of utterances by means of background and foreground knowledge results 
in a knowledge of the emergent ground, or how the particular situation 
has evolved to the present moment, and knowledge of the transcendent 
ground, or how the situation will most likely evolve in the future. 
It is important to note that this knowledge is not rigidly structured; 
for the demands of each unique situation will create a unique emergent 
ground which may evoke different background knowledge, resulting in a 
reinterpretation of the transcendent ground. Thus, while participants’ 
knowledge of communication situations is viewed here in terms of a top- 
down model, the application of this knowledge to a unique situation can 
result in a bottom-up demand for modification of the foreground by means 
of different background knowledge. This is indicated in the model 
by double-headed arrows. 
Goals, Plans, and Scripts 

While the model of intersubjective knowledge presented in Figure 
10 gives a basic description of how this knowledge isvutilizedseit 
seems to suggest that communication situations are interpreted only 
in terms of known structures and are thus highly ritualistic in nature. 
Since individuals are, however, capable of understanding in situations 
that are unfamiliar to them, and are capable of learning new cultural/ 


institutional structures, the understanding of D-situations cannot 
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always be considered to be as automatic as the model seems to suggest. 

This aspect of intersubjective knowledge can be elucidated by 
considering Schank & Abelson's (1975, 1977) work with the understanding 
of texts. While this work is concerned with the processing of short 
narratives, Schank & Abelson contend that the type of knowledge that 
they discuss is not specific to understanding such stories but is, 
rather, an application of the type of knowledge that people use in 
conducting their everyday affairs in the social world. The main advan- 
tage in considering this particular explanation of the utilization of 
knowledge is that it has provided the basis for a successful computer 
simulation model of the understanding of particular types of stories, 
and has thus succeeded in proving itself in terms of this type of test. 

The Schank & Abelson position is the result of the convergence 
of two lines of independent research. Schank's (1969, 1972, 1973, 
1975a, 1975b) basic position is concerned with representing utterances 
in terms of the underlying concepts. Abelson's (Abelson, 1973, 1975; 
Abelson & Carroll, 1965) position deals with the simulation of inter- 
active communication. Since both theories have been directed toward 
producing simulation models, both have been presented in highly detailed 
and technical terms. Since only a general survey of the combined 
position is necessary for the present purposes, the technical aspects 
of this position will not be considered here; and only those technical 
terms that are necessary to the understanding of the position will be 
introduced. 

Schank & Abelson's description of interactive social knowledge 


can be understood in terms of three aspects: scripts, plans, and 
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a : : ee 
goals. Scripts can be considered to be specific knowledge about how 
particular types of encounters are conducted. As Schank & Abelson 
(1977) explain: 
We use specific knowledge to interpret and participate in 
events we have been through many times. Specific detailed 
knowledge about a situation allows us to do less processing 
and wondering about frequently experienced events. We need 
not ask why somebody wants to see our ticket when we enter a 
theater, or why one should be quiet, or how long it is ap- 
propriate to sit in one's set. Knowledge of specific situ- 
ations such as theaters allows us to interpret the remarks 
that people make about theaters. Consider how difficult it 
would be to interpret ‘Second aisle on your right' without the 
detailed knowledge about theaters that the patron and the usher 
both have. (D.) 3) 
Schank & Abelson contend that such scripts are learned as a part of 
the cultural and institutional heritage of the society. Since the 
participants in encounters mutually know that the other participants 
are aware of such scripts it is possible for them to conduct affairs 
in highly regular, orderly and abbreviated fashion. As such, scripts 
represent collections of constitutive and regulative rules that dictate, 
within the limits of the script, how the participants are to behave in 
a scriptal situation. In terms of the previous discussion, scripts 
seem to apply to the episode, or foreground, level of knowledge. This 
is particularly apparent when it is recognized that one of the major 
scripts that Schank & Abelson have elucidated is a restaurant script 


that indicates how participants in restarurant encounters are expected 


to behave. Since scripts such as a restaurant script must, however, 


MRcenally; Schank & Abelson identify five different aspects: 
conceptual chains, scripts, plans, goals, and themes. Only the three 
that have been indicated are of concern here, however; for conceptual 
chains are too specific to the input to be relevant here; and themes 
are only vaguely defined by Schank & Abelson, and are too general to 
be useful in the present study. 
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represent a wide range of possibilities (e.g., cafeteria, short order, 
coffee shop) it is to be expected that there will be various options 
in the script. Similarly, specific scripts must give the options that 
are open to participants in the event of various contingencies. For 
example, the script must specify the different options open to a 
customer in a restaurant who order something that is not available 
(e.g., selecting something else, leaving the restaurant). 

While such flexibility is necessary, the script still specifies 
in detail the behavior that is expected of a participant, and thus 
allows a participant to view the situation as being ritualistic in 
nature. This is not, of course, to say that scripts must be followed, 
Or that extraneous acts cannot be performed, but only to suggest that 
for particular types of encounters there are definite expectations 
that arise on the basis of the cultural knowledge of the way that such 
affairs are conducted. 

Just as Lewis suggests that conventions arise in response to 
recurring coordination problems, Schank & Abelson suggest that scripts 
are learned in response to recurring situations. As they point out, 
however, people can deal with situations that are new, and for which 
they do not have appropriate scriptal knowledge; and they can do this 
"because they have access to the mechanisms that underlie scripts" 

(p. 70). These mechanisms are, Schank & Abelson contend, goal-oriented 
planning. When a script is available to an individual, it is not 
necessary for him to plan a means to achieve his goal since he pos- 
sesses a script that gives him a socially accepted means of accomplishing 
this. When such a script is lacking, however, the individual must plan 


his actions in order to achieve his goal. Thus, if a particular type 
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of communication situation is repeatedly encountered by an individual, 
he will probably develop a script that allows him to achieve his goals 
in a regular way. Thus, if an individual wishes to raise a point at 
a formal meeting and is aware of the rules by means of which the meeting 
is being conducted (i.e., the script), then he will have specific know- 
ledge about how to accomplish this act. If, however, he does not 
possess such scriptal knowledge, he will have to plan on a more general 
level. 

According to Schank & Abelson, plans can be understood in 
terms of sub-goals that specify the different goals that together lead 
to the accomplishment of an overall goal. For example, in order to 
purchase a book it is first necessary to go to a bookstore, find the 
book on the shelf, take the book to the cashier, etc. While it is 
likely that there would be a script for this particular example, if 
the individual is not accustomed to buying books (or perhaps is from a 
different culture that handles such matters in a different way) then he 
will have to plan each stage of the procedure. Each of the steps men- 
tioned above will, consequently, be sub-goals of the overall plan. 
Such sub-goals, or delta goals (D-goals), are unimportant in them- 
selves but function to advance the overall plan of which they are a 
part. These D-goals are not necessarily relevant only to a particular 
type of situation, but may be more generally based upon the cultural/ 
institutional ways of doing things. As examples of D-goals, Schank 
& Abelson suggest such general instrumental goals as achieving pos- 
session (of something), bringing an object (or person) into proximity, 
Or acquiring knowledge. 


A plan, then, can be described in terms of a sequential set of 
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D-goals that together specify eee an individual intends to accomplish 
the overall goal that motivates the plan. Each D-goal contains what 
Schank & Abelson call a planbox, which is the set of cultural/insti- 
tutional/personal ways that the individual knows for achieving a 
particular D-goal. Planboxes can, of course, contain scripts as well 
as more general specifications of different approaches that can be 
taken. A restaurant script is useful in understanding how to obtain 
food in a restaurant; but the use of a script in a conventional way 
presupposes a certain type of goal on the part of the person using 

the script. A customer who enters a restaurant but who is not hungry 
and does not want something to eat or drink is at variance with the 
script; but on the other hand, people do not generally obtain a hunger 
goal upon entering a restaurant. Rather, the desire to eat is the 
goal that leads to a plan to satisfy this hunger. Part of this plan 
will involve a D-goal that contains in its planbox a script for how to 
obtain food in a restaurant; but this D-goal can only be fulfilled if 
the individual has achieved other D-goals, such as getting to the 
restaurant. Even when involved in a script, however, the individual 
still has choices to make and particular aspects of the unique situ- 
ation tc teres The cultural/institutional script that he knows 
allows for such deviation, however, and describes the situation only 
in general structural/procedural terms. Thus, it makes no difference 
in terms of the script whether the individual orders chicken or steak 
as long as the particular realization of the script is appropriate to 
the situation (e.g., one would not normally expect to be able to order 
chicken in a steak house, or steak in a vegetarian restaurant). 


The use that Schank & Abelson make of scripts and plans is 
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Similar to the use that has been made of intersubjective knowledge in 
the present study; for the purpose of both scripts/plans and inter- 
subjective knowledge is to describe the cultural/institutional know- 
ledge that an individual possesses that allows him to coordinate his 
activities with other participants in encounters. Thus, for the 
present purposes, Schank & Abelson's notion of scripts and plans can 
be interpreted as descriptions of the structures of intersubjective 
knowledge. As such, parts of intersubjective knowledge can be described 
in terms of ritualized scripts which are highly structured by consti- 
tutive and regulative rules. Other parts, however, may be better 
described in terms of D-goals and their planboxes. Like scripts, plan- 
boxes are based upon past experience and cultural/institutional know- 
ledge of the society. Thus, it is necessary for the plans of the 
individual participants in an encounter to be mutually recognized in 
order that some cultural/institutional structures can be agreed upon 
as a basis for the encounter. This basis may, of course, be highly 
Fitualized“as a script, or it may be a looser collection of social = 
rules and/or methods or tactics. For example, while there are scripts 
for the marriage ceremony, or for the christening of a ship, there 
does not seem to be the same type of script for informal conversation 
during a coffee break. Thus, while a marriage ceremony can be under- 
stood in terms of the general script that governs such situations (and 
its particular realizations), conversations during a coffee break are 
probably better understood in terms of the plans and D-goals of the 
various participants. 

This distinction between scripts and plans seems to be related 


to the game/ritual continuum that was discussed above in Harré's 


sh 


3 
a i ree ‘eB tt eae lenis A 4} at mata 


; Ali hee ae mh Do ae s ta unsloe way i 


i io ne Diels Boe. Bae Wh sacs ort 


4 iva Cea wt gi suit alt i 


phic roe TL a 
pint) oat 


= Na i) a; 
o [e i J 


sail y honite - 


sini ape baba hoke (hei atic ae ‘be cake wig) iomab $i 


*l 


twat tt) te gel ate ‘we cd wallet aaah We baie, vege - 


i 


ih eed alae: Ste aanmle he. ak ‘oan ike ‘a ‘ 
aie Tihs . Oe 


"A apahln all Magid ‘uh ee ae 74 ty cory’? wnat 2 “obghtvnay 
r : r i a . 


, ; ise | eat 
celia ual, aeanodiel lm iia ted we ‘ak nibs it ae! eirto? 


uh 


Sia te ta wagon” Be 8 spall ean pee al toma 


hy tt Nee O01 5 be Poe Se vane Pe eye” * t aa be ! \ ad ; oma : i" im 


i Phe ay ¥' Vie i a 
We ee ey tt ae bis wim deeaetis| mc 
nA if oa Ae er ape es) Hi WW n Yael) | wise eid a "sain foe ell setts 


b 
i 


bells ick Bea Mo 1 leaked we i ae ” sean ii a Ad 
falter id ahaa CE AP a Rie e/a sol it ve 2 Geneon 


i he) la a cae ee my iby: ag oeailaee mbes 
ew it ates th Arey Lae ‘ ite hi cape: 0 hd woos ae in 8 mba 96 


L nl ome babiied” Crk carey panel wie. ae glee an ie coe al aeons atleg 


er 


itil mae we sin 


{ 


Hie) vy eWeek 2 ak Vviy pep My , halle 


ave [sed hs eat ee ve ie 0 


; ai i | ay Va Lia 
wide eo eteiie- cl hme! Bina! od /e a ‘ot os “ined 


teal MS dig: tyne ely ding ae os adi 


ate at hide tt ra wich: toi ia Pty. 9Ae ae it 


196 


description of episodes. Scriptal episodes would, of course, be 
highly structured in terms of constitutive and regulative rules, as 
are rituals. Plan-based episodes, on the other hand, would rely more 
upon the strategies of the individuals in achieving their goals than 
upon the formal structures of the situation itself, and thus would 
seem to be games since in games the participants have more freedom in 
the choice of their actions, or gambits. 

The view that results from this consideration of Schank & 
Abelson's theory, then, is of individuals who each have background 
knowledge of certain cultural/institutional social scripts, and back- 
ground knowledge of planning by means of the concatenation of D-goals. 
In encounters such as communication situations which require social 
coordination, the shared knowledge of scripts and D-goals provides a 
basis for establishing an intersubjective understanding; for the 
participants not only know the cultural/institutional scripts and 
D-goals (and how they are constructed into plans), but also know that 
other members of their society have similar knowledge. This provides 
a basis for negotiation of the basis for the encounter. If appropriate 
scriptal knowledge is available, the use of such a script provides an 
efficient and easily negotiated basis; for if such scripts do not exist, 
Or are not mutually known, then concatenations of D-goals and selections 
from planboxes are required. The transition from one episode to 
another within an encounter can be understood either as a change in 
the overall goals of the participants, or as a transition from one D- 
goal to another. Since D-goals can be realized by scripts from their 
planboxes, a ritualistic episode can be followed by a more game-oriented 


episode; and both can be a part of the same encounter, and the same 
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shared goal of the participants. 
Intersubjective Knowledge of D-situations and Meaning. 

While the nature of SA-3 has now been considered, it remains 
to be seen how knowledge of SA-3 as discussed here is related to 
obtaining the intended meaning of the utterer. Also of concern is 
the applicability of the structures described in regards to SA-3 to 
cases involving extended discourse. 

In Chapter 3, mutual knowledge of the state of affairs was con- 
sidered to be necessary for the audience to understand the utterer's 
intended meaning. This was expressed in regards to Grice's account in 
terms of correlating the features of an utterance with the intended 
response, and in regards to Schiffer's account in terms of a state of 
affairs which serves as very good or good evidence that the utterer 
made his utterance with a particular set of intentions. The usefulness 
of knowledge of D-situations is readily demonstrated by considering 
one of Grice's (1967) examples of conversational implicature, cited 
earlier in this study: 


Ase elm OuesoLr gas. 
B: There's a gas station around the corner. 


Assuming that A and B are strangers, A's utterance can be understood 

as a bid for an episode of the needs-help/helping type. Such an 

episode is informationally dominant, highly cooperative and ritualistic 
in that it takes the structural form of question-followed-by-answer. 
From A's personal meaning-context, the encounter can be understood as 
part of a larger plan to obtain gasoline so that he can refuel his car 
and proceed on his journey. Thus, the episode is, for A, governed by 

a D-goal and its accompanying planbox. This planbox specifies different 


ways for A to obtain information, one of which is to request this 
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information from someone who is likely to know. The fulfillment of 
this D-goal is necessary before A can bring himself into proximity 
with the gasoline, which is another of his D-goals. 

A's statement is intelligible to B only because of B's social 
knowledge, for A's utterance does not specifically state that A wishes 
to bring himself into proximity with some gasoline that is for sale. 
It is only by recognizing that what A is uttering is a bid for a cer- 
tain type of episode governed by A's D-goal that B can understand the 
utterance and the intended response. Since B responds appropriately, 
he is telling A that he accepts the bid and the needs-help/helping 
relationship and is assuming the proper role. If after the termin- 
ation of this episode A were to go around the corner and find an 
empty dead-end street, he would be justified in feeling betrayed; and 
this feeling would result from B's implicit acceptance of the social 
meaning of the episode. If B's information is incorrect, A can assume 
either that B is misinformed, or that he intentionally deceived A 
about his acceptance of the episode and perceived it as being com- 
petitive rather than cooperative. 

Knowledge of D-situations thus seems useful in determining the 
basis upon which audiences can understand an utterer's intended mes- 
sage; and, in fact, it can be asserted that it is necessary for the 
audience to understand the D-situation in order to understand the 
intended meaning. This is true even in highly information dominant 
episodes in which the utterer M-intends the explicit propositional 
content, with the illocutionary force of asserting; for the audience 
could not understand that this is the case without reference to the 


episode in which it occurs. Thus, even in this apparently context- 
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independent example, the audience's recognition of the message still 
depends upon his knowledge of the communication situation. 

Since knowledge of D-situations can be understood to be ap- 
plicable to audiences' recognition of intended meanings in the narrow 
application of meaning, it would be expected that it would also 
apply in the broad application, and in the case of extended discourse. 
More specifically, it would seem that knowledge of the D-situation 
would be relevant to audiences in reading situations that involve 
extended discourse. The description of encounters and the utilization 
of foreground knowledge in regards to different types of episodes seems 
Similar to the position adopted by Adler & Van Doren (1972), who discuss 
different ways of addressing written texts. Not only do they suggest 
that the reader must in some way negotiate an understanding of the 
goals of the writer, but that he must also recognize that books on 
such diverse subjects as imaginative literature, history and mathe- 
matics involve different types of encounters and that such texts should 
be approached in different ways. This is, of course, basically the 
same position that has been suggested here; for in terms of the present 
study, in order to obtain the intended meaning of a text the reader 
must contextualize the discourse in a particular way. This will, 
however, be examined more closely in Chapter 5, when communication 
situations will be considered specifically in regards to the reader as 


recipient of meaningful communication. 


Summary and Conclusions 


This chapter has been concerned with the elucidation of com- 


munication situations, and participants’ knowledge of such situations 
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as an important aspect of meaningful communication. The examination 
of three related descriptions of communication situations has resulted 
in a theory and an analog model of the communication Situation, and has 
also resulted in a model of participants' knowledge. 

Although the applicability of the discussion in this chapter 
to the view of meaningful communication presented in Chapter 3 has 
been briefly indicated, the description in this chapter has been general 
in nature, directed toward the structure of what is intersubjectively 
understood by participants in order to allow meaningful communication 
to take place. It remains, however, to apply the general structures 
indicated here specifically to the reader and the reading situation; 
for while brief applications have been given at various points in the 
chapter to indicate how SA-l, SA-2, and SA-3 are relevant to the 
Situation of the reader, these applications have been only suggestive 
and have not yielded a clear view of the reader in an encounter with 
a writer/text. From the description given here, however, it would 
seem that for the reader to obtain the writer's message, more is re- 
quired than the recognition of the formal aspects of the utterance, or 
an understanding of the utterance-type. The reader must, in some way, 
contextualize the discourse in order to establish some type of mutual 
understanding with the writer/text in regards to the situational 
exigence and perhaps the constraints. Also, the reader must recognize 
the particular type of episodic structure that the writer intends as 
the basis for mutual understanding of the nature of the encounter. 
Thus, the states of affairs described as SA-2 and SA-3 become a part 
of the intersubjective understanding that was described in terms of 


SA-1 as a difference between signal and message communication. What 
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is not yet clear, however, is how such things as episodes and scripts 
are to be understood in terms of the reader and his encounter with the 


writer/text. The elucidation of these issues is the task of the fol- 


lowing chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 
READING AS COMMUNICATION 


The Description of Reading Situations 

While the discussion in Chapters 3 and 4 has served to develop 
a position in regards to language communication, the application of 
this perspective to written language communication has been indicated 
only in a general way. Since the focus of the present study is, how- 
ever, reading-as-communication, or the reader as recipient of meaning- 
ful communication, it is necessary to apply the general language posi- 
tion to the specific situation of the reader. In approaching this 
question, it is necessary to determine first the type of answer that 
is desirable and appropriate here. Since the discussion in Chapters 
3 and 4 has dealt with the general structure of meaningful communication 
within particular communication situations, the application of this 
position to the specific P-domain of the reader can result in only 
a general description of the form that constitutes a reading situation. 
This does not, of course, mean that this structure cannot be elaborated; 
but it does imply that the application of the position previously 
developed in this study is only capable of elaborating this structure 
in a general way. 

In applying the view of language communication presented in 
Chapters 3 and 4 to reading and the reader, there are at least two 
relevant applications. First, there is the communication between the 
writer /text and the reader; and second, there are the conversations 
between characters in stories, which must be comprehended by a reader. 
That both of these applications are relevant is readily apparent; for 


when a reader reads Brutus's and Antony's speeches in Julius Caesar, 
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the reader must understand not only the nature of the communication 
situation that exists between the reader and the text, but also the 
communication situation that is reported in the text. Also, the 
reported communication situation is, itself, a part of the text that 
must be understood in terms of communication between the writer/text 
and the reader. While both of these applications are, then, not only 
important but often actually interrelated in meaningful reading, 

the primary concern of this chapter will be with the communication 
between the writer/text and the reader since this requires greater 
elucidation than does the other application, which has already been 
discussed to some extent in Chapter 4. 

Since it has been a central argument of the previous two chap- 
ters that the knowledge of the communication situation, or state of 
affairs, in which the communication takes place is of essential import- 
ance in determining the meaning of an intended message, the first 
question that arises in regards to reading and the reader is what is 
to constitute a reading Situation. In the normal reading situation, 
as posited in the first chapter of this study, the writer and reader 
have been described as having no personal knowledge of each other. In 
such situations, readers can be considered to be confronted by written 
texts of messages which are read at particular times and places, such 
as in classrooms, living rooms, or while traveling on buses. 

While there seems to be a legitimate sense in which the actual 
Spatial and temporal situation of the reader at the time of his reading 
can be considered to be a reading situation, this type of situation, 

Or environment, seems inappropriate for the consideration of the reading 


situation as communication situation, even though this environment may 
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well influence the reader in his understanding of the text. This is 
evident from the view of meaning that has been adopted here, for an 
essential aspect of the communication situation is that it be mutually 
known by the utterer and the audience. The environment in which the 
reader confronts the text is, however, obviously neither mutually 
Known nor intended by the utterer/writer to provide good or very good 
evidence for the audience/reader's recognition of the utterer's intended 
response. Also, since the structures of communication situations must 
be in some way intersubjectively understood by the participants, it 
would seem that the reader's knowledge of the environment cannot serve 
as a basis for intersubjective understanding since the same text can 
be read upon different occasions and in different environments, all of 
which are unknown to the writer of the message. 

It is not, however, just the nature of the reading situation 
that provides an initial difficulty; for a further problem arises in 
considering the nature of the participants. While from an omniscient 
point of view it is possible to distinguish a writer and a reader, 
from the reader's point of view the interaction is not necessarily 
between the reader and a writer, but often between the reader and a 
text. Since in the normal reading situation the reader is personally 
unacquainted with the writer, the reader must infer the writer. 
Consequently, the basic reading situation can be described from the 
reader's point of view as an interaction not between the reader and a 
writer, but rather between the reader and a text. Since the purpose 
of the present study is to focus upon the reader, rather than upon the 
reader/writer dyad, this interpretation of the reading situation will 


provide a basis for the consideration of the reader as the recipient 
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of meaningful communication. 

The fact that the reading situation as considered here is under- 
stood to involve a reader/text dyad rather than a reader/writer dyad 
does not mean that the notion of a writer can be eliminated. Such a 
position would contradict the basic view of language communication 
described in Chapter 3, for in this view the audience is required to 
perceive the utterance as being in some way M-intended in order to 
understand the meaning. Since texts must be considered to be utter- 
ances, not utterers, such M-intentions cannot be posited of the text 
itself but must be attributed to the utterer of the text, or the writer. 
The point here, however, is that the utterer that is posited by the 
reader of the utterance/text may not necessarily be identical to the 
writer as considered from an omniscient point of view; for the writer 
of concern here is posited by the audience/reader only as a means for 
considering the text as an utterance that is M-intended. Thus, the 
writer of a meaningful text will be considered here not in terms of 
the actual omnisciently identified writer, but in terms of the reader's 
perception of the writer as a source of the M-intended message of the 
text. 

This view of the writer presents difficulties, of course; but 
these difficulties are not unique to written texts; for the same type 
of situation can arise with oral language as well (e.g., in instances 
involving telephone calls from strangers, or recorded speeches or 
conversations). In order to clarify and elucidate the basic position 
that has been suggested here in regards to reading situations, how- 
ever, it is necessary to consider this situation in terms of the three 


communication situations discussed in Chapter 4: SA-l, SA-2, and 
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SA-3. After this has been done, it will be possible to apply this view 
of reading situations to a few selected examples of texts in order to 
illustrate the applicability of this general position. 
The Reading Situation as SA-1 

The situation involving message transmission, or SA-l, was 
discussed in Chapter 4 in terms of Gricean meaning and messages, and 
was seen to involve intersubjective understanding between the par- 
ticipants in order for there to be mutual knowledge of the state of 
affairs in which the utterance is made. This can be described, of 
course, in terms of the pairs of definitions given in Chapter 3 for 
an utterer meaning something, and for an audience understanding the 
meaning of an utterance. In formulating the definitions of what is 
required for an audience to understand an utterer's intended meaning, 
it was noted that difficulties could arise if an audience's intentions 
were considered; and consequently the definitions were given without 
regard to these intentions. This difficulty was due primarily to 
specific types of situations that did not involve extended discourse, 
but rather involved situations in which the audience was in some way 
caught by surprise by the utterance and therefore probably could not 
be considered to intend to understand the M-intended message. In 
considering the normal reading situation, however, these objections 
do not seem to be relevant; for while a reader may be suddenly con- 
fronted by a text, and may respond "automatically" to it without per- 
haps intending to (e.g., subliminal advertising), in cases involving 
texts of extended discourse it would seem that the reader would have 
to intend to comprehend the meaning of the text in order for this 


understanding to take place. This is, of course, basic to many current 
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theoretical positions in reading (e.g., Goodman, 1976; Rumelhart, 1976; 
Smith, 1971; Stauffer, 1969), and is in no way unique to the position 
developed in the present study. The implications of this position 

are, however, important in regards to the immediate issue. 

If in cases of extended discourse the reader must be understood 
to intend to understand in order for him to recognize the M-intended 
message of the text, it would seem that in confronting a text a reader 
can either have this intention to understand, or can have some other 
intention such that he does not intend to understand this message. For 
convenience, this can be considered in terms of the reader intending 
to understand (R+), or the reader not intending to understand (R-). 

As demonstrated in Chapter 3, the intention to understand is not suf- 
ficient for understanding since understanding involves the recognition 
of the M-intentions of the utterer, but this intention does seem to 

be a preliminary requirement for the understanding of lengthy texts. 
For the present purposes, the M-intended message is, of course, the 
message as perceived by the reader, not as perceived from an omniscient 
point of view; and the reader's perception of the message may, of 
course, differ from what would be considered the message from an 
omniscient point of view, or from the perspective of the writer. This 
suggests that the M-intended message of a text must be considered here 
in terms of the reader's perception of the text rather than as something 
inherent in the text which must be "discovered" by the reader. This 
is, of course, consistent with the view of meaning and messages dis- 
cussed in regards to SA-l; for the meaning of the text cannot be 
considered to be, as Swanson & Delia (1976) SE OE: analogous to a 


billiard ball that has a predictable effect, but rather obtains its 
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effect by means of the reader's recognition of the message. 

This description of the situation can be restated in a simpler 
form by first noting that the reader can either perceive the text as 
an M-intended message (M.) Or can perceive it as not embodying such 
a message (M-). M- does not, however, mean that the reader denies 
that the text is capable of being interpreted as an M-intended message, 
but only notes that in terms of the reader's purposes in confronting 
a text, this text can be perceived as not being M-intended. For 
example, if a reader consults a history text in order to obtain a 
particular historical fact (e.g., an answer to a factual question about 
the reign of Henry IV), the reader is involved in some type of reading 
and communication situation with the text; but it is not the reader's 
intention to recognize or understand the M-intended message of the 
text. In fact, whether or not there is such an M-intended message is 
irrelevant to the reader in obtaining the information he seeks. This 
example can be contrasted with the case in which the reader confronts 
the text in order to understand what was meant by the writer of the 
text in uttering the information about the reign of Henry IV. 

While there seems to be at least some intuitive basis for sug- 
gesting that M- is possible, as in the example cited above, it can be 
argued that in such examples the information that is sought is in some 
way a part of the M-intended message and that the reader must, there- 
fore, perceive the text as an utterance with an M-intended message in 
order for him to obtain the particular information that is sought. 

The difficulty suggested by this argument results from the fact that 
messages are complex in nature, and can entail many different aspects; 


and for the reader to obtain even a part of the intended message 
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requires that the text be perceived as a message. Similarly, messages 
can, as suggested above, be considered both in terms of the narrow and 
the broad application of the nature of meaning such that the perception 
of any meaning in a text requires at least some type of narrow ap- 
plication such that a part of the text is perceived as meaningful. 
This difficulty does not, unfortunately, seem to be easily or 
neatly resolvable. In the example cited above, however, it is pos- 
sible to suggest that the reader is relying upon what Grice terms the 
timeless meaning of the utterance-type in order to obtain the desired 
information, and consequently does not deal with the applied timeless 
Or occasion-meaning. Thus, the text is approached ultimately in terms 
of a set of utterance-types, rather than in terms of occasion-meanings; 
and the reader consequently does not intend to recognize the meaning 
that was M-intended. There are, however, other examples that cannot 
be accounted for so easily by this distinction. For example, a reader 
may be searching for the dates of the reign of Henry IV in an almanac 
instead of a history text, in which case the reader can recognize that 
the intention of the almanac is to give such assorted facts. Also, 
there is the case in which an automobile mechanic consults a service 
manual in order to obtain a particular specification, in which case 
the reader can intend to recognize the part of the intended message 
that is the specification he desires. Consequently, as illustrated 
by these two examples, it is not always the case that searching for 
specific information means that the reader perceives the text as M- 
rather than Mi for in these cases it is a part of the M. that the 
reader seeks, not some information which may incidentally appear in 


the message. 


pe hatches woelst  gtnatt ithe etme boas 
ay erage oe vet emae sad ai yes pen: 


f . 


meee crane bean ae ‘phe, een 
a i wage: 230 Sim oe 
eee es sida peel, Pepe 2 essai sae as y 


a\ 


ith fh inom: eater el: ea 2 eat 
toy ced of Dee one iaieirnd: eek acai 3 itl ts 
Tie i os 7 om ie i 

pha tees Bae: pap Ped | ‘sce etnies i f 


eer atk hb Pip. P\dathy bem xD eo a0 7 sind i hal ‘anes ms 4 
; Ki 
. a 
ea oroe baie: Sh tad re ‘lsd voile Liespi-varenadsife 


ieegei Wiis etree > am Seiad, ier sty Ltnsayieane 
oe coat nner ny, + yeearal wtih oxatit spabedita 


qeiieos on .ftgenns 408) , atti ron | fo ‘ait we yliese of SORE 


phe « ak. Ep ie oie gt ‘ 9a nent ont 107 > perk 
7 Sie ¥ 
: ety 


iw) aie i 1 aed aioe iellvbe ritmo sitar i) — 
. cia’ Hore sated veaOT iy od a sacred sets > 
siveee a, ALOR -reneton dtehlvateg is Ho 0h moa 
sco avi ed snerseeee ae satay « miata oa 
ree raceanien of = erak ote % thsi ty online of forint cio 


Ie cs neat wade nice. 


re ett nis 


Himastheapes ari Sieicp) ial synod Be BAT) | ‘it 2 non 

at) ai 

pte Set at” belek Yaebeqt pe soietd a 
ee oe any. x Syn he OR eed natn | 


ca 
on, esau poe! dk Hostal voters 


Even this discussion, however, does not exhaust the possible 
complexity of the M/M- distinction; for it can be suggested that an 
automobile mechanic can be searching a service manual for a specifi- 
cation which he perceives to be a part of the intended message of the 
manual, yet can find this specification mentioned in regards to some- 
thing else. In this case he can obtain the specification he desires 
while perceiving the part of the text that he has read as M- since the 
information was a part of an utterance-type that he was not concerned 
to recognize in terms of its applied timeless meaning. Thus, while 
the mechanic perceived it as part of the intended message of the 
Manual to supply the information about the specification, the actual 
discovery of the specification involved perceiving the text as M-. 

While it is important to recognize the complexity of the rela- 
tionship between the text and the reader's perception of the text as 
M. or M-, for the present purposes it is expedient to resolve this 
difficulty by resorting again to the contention that what is of con- 
cern here is not the situation from an omniscient point of view, but 
the situation from the reader's point of view. From the examples 
cited above, it seems that the text can only be perceived as M- if the 
reader recognizes that there is an M-intended message of the text and 
perceives this M-intended message to be different from the specific 
information that is sought. For example, if a reader consults a his- 
tory text for specific information about the reign of Henry IV, and 
views the text as having an M-intended message that differs from the 
purpose for which it is consulted, it would seem that the reader is 
viewing the text as M- since the reader is not concerned with the 


M. that is recognized as being M-intended by the text. In consulting 
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an almanac for the same information, however, it is possible for the 
reader to perceive the text as M-intended as a collection of such facts, 
in which case the information that is sought about the reign of Henry 


IV is a part of the M, as perceived by the reader. Thus, it would seem 


iG 
that it is only when a reader recognizes a text as having an M-intended 
message, Mer that it is possible for the reader to perceive, or con- 
textualize, the text as M- since the message can only be perceived 
as being of no concern if this message is in some way recognized. This 
is not to say, of course, that readers must be correct in their views 
of Mi for it is entirely possible for readers to fail to recognize 
what would be, from the writer's point of view, the M.- In the present 
study, however, only the reader's perception of the text is of concern. 
A similar difficulty also arises in regards to describing the 
M. itself; for it seems to be possible for a reader to perceive the 
message of the text not only as being different from that intended by 
the writer, but also as different from the reader's perception of the 
writer's intended message. The reader's perception of the writer's 
intended message (M) is, Of course, all that is available to the 
reader, and can be understood to be based upon the reader identifying 
himself with the writer's motivations and intentions as if they were 
his own. It is, however, possible for the reader to obtain a textual 
message that he perceives to be different from the message intended 
by the writer. Such cases can occur, for example, in reading one of 
Shakespeare's plays as an example of Elizabethan drama rather than 
as a message intended by Shakespeare. Such cases can occur not only 


as a result of adopting a historical perspective, but can also result 


from reading for such purposes as the comparison of themes. To read, 
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for example, Donleavy's The Ginger Man as a picaresque novel, and to 
compare it to, for instance, Fielding's Joseph Andrews, results in a 
perception of the text in a different way than if the purpose were to 
obtain Donleavy's intended message. 

Cases in which M. is not perceived as the same as M differ 
from cases of M- in that they are concerned with the message of the 
text, but a message that, while related to Mo cannot be considered to 
be the same as Mo It may or may not have been Donleavy's intention 
that his rogue in The Ginger Man be compared to Fielding's in Joseph 
Andrews, or to Mann's in The Confessions of Felix Krull; but by focusing 
upon this issue, the reader is contextualizing the text and interpreting 
its intended message in a way that may or may not actually have been 
intended by the writer but which is, from the reader's point of view, 
different than perceiving the text in terms of Mo 


In distinguishing between the case in which M, is equal to Moe 


Le 
and the case in which it is not, it is important to note that what 

are being described are the extremes in a range of possible combin- 
ations; for M. can be understood to approach M in varying degrees. 
Thus, considering Dickens' Oliver Twist as an example of Victorian 
literature may entail a considerable difference between M, and M 

since it was probably not Dickens' intention to produce a piece of 
Victorian literature. On the other hand, considering Donleavy's The 
Ginger Man as an example of a picaresque novel seems quite close to 
what Donleavy's intention probably was; and thus the difference between 
M. and M would not be as considerable as in the case of Oliver Twist 


as a Victorian novel. While this complexity is important to note, it 


is expedient here to simplify the situation by considering only the 
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extreme cases in which M, is seen to be Mo and the other case in which 


M, is understood to be different than M 
W 


What is apparent even from this brief discussion of the reader's 
perception of a text is that the reader must in some way contextualize 
the text in order to recognize an intended message. THUS >t Cees 
necessary that the reader intend to understand this message, and 
determine whether it is the writer's intended message or some other 
message that is to be understood. In terms of the distinctions that 
have been made thus far in this chapter, the following possible reading 


Situations can be listed: 


c tc 
+3 M M 
R M, ( 4 7 a 
ep WS 
R=: 1 M+ 


The first of these cases can be understood as the case in which the 
reader intends to perceive the text as an M-intended message, and 
where this M-intended message is perceived by the reader to be the 
message intended by the writer. This does not, as suggested above, 
mean that M must be equivalent to the writer's intended message from 
an omniscient point of view. Rather, in this context, the "writer" 
is the view of the writer that is held by the reader. For example, in 
reading a text such as Melville's Moby Dick which is written in the 
first person, it is possible (and perhaps helpful) to understand the 
intended M. as being the message being communicated by Ishmael. In 
fact, in the sense being suggested here it is not even necessary that 
the reader consciously posit a writer of the heceaaee for what is 


being contended is that when the reader is intent upon the M of the 
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text, he will contextualize the message as if it were the utterance 

of an individual utterer, and may focus his attention upon the message 
itself. While in some texts a writer is explicitly presented, this is 
not always the case. Thus, while 18th and 19th Century novelists such 
as Fielding allowed themselves authorial comments, Joyce followed an 
avowed intention to refine the writer out of existence in order to 
leave the text as an M-intentioned document which did not require or 
allow the perception of the writer behind it. This is not, however, 
to contend that Ulysses cannot be read in terms of an Mo but only 
that the recognition and positing of the writer as a personality is 
not necessary in terms of Ulysses while it is, at times, necessary 
when reading for the M of Tom Jones. 

The second type of basic reading situation, Rt: M. (Mi, # Mie 
as discussed above, involves reading for the message of the text even 
though this message is not considered to be identical with what the 
reader perceives the writer's intended message to be. Reading Don- 
leavy's The Ginger Man or Fielding's Joseph Andrews as picaresque 
novels exemplifies this type of reading situation; for while the novels 
are presumably intended to be of this type, it is not necessarily the 
intention of the writer to contribute to the genre. This is not, of 
course, always the case; for while Austen's Northanger Abbey satirizes 
the gothic/romantic novel, it would seem that Austen intends as a part 
of the message that the novel be considered in terms of this genre. 

The third basic reading situation as defined here, Rt: M-, 
represents cases in which the reader intends to obtain information 
from the text that may or may not be a part of what he perceives to 


be the intended message of the text. AS suggested above, it may be 
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necessary for the reader to posit an ML for the text that can then be 
ignored. In such cases, the reader obviously does not intend to com- 
municate with the text in terms of the text's message, but rather denies 
whatever message the text may represent and contextualizes it solely 

in terms of his own purposes. 

The fourth basic reading situation, R-: M+, is the case in 
which the reader does not intend to obtain any meaningful message from 
the text; and consequently whether he perceives the text as being 
meaningful or not is irrelevant. In such a case it is doubtful that 
the reader would even consult the text in more than a cursory way, 
for this situation represents a case in which the reader does not 
choose to engage in a reading situation at all. An example of such a 
Situation would be when an individual searches the shelves of a library 
for a suitable book to read. Those that he rejects as unacceptable 
are rejected on the basis of this situation by the reader's refusal 
of whatever communication he may perceive the text as offering. Since 
this case is a denial of communication, it is not of interest here, 
and is described only as a contrast with the other three basic reading 
situations to emphasize that these situations do not occur automat- 
ically, but are selected by the reader. This is, of course, only to 
re-emphasize that when reading is defined as communication, it must 
be perceived as an active and intentional engagement on the part of 
the reader. 

While these four descriptions of reading situations can be con- 
sidered to be basic, it must be noted that they represent a simplifi- 
cation of the reading situation; for not only are there a range of 


possibilities obscured by the first two descriptions, as discussed 
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above, but the description of any actual reading situation by means of 
one of these descriptions will often, and perhaps always, be over- 
simplified. This is due not only to the fact that reading situations 
have been described thus far only in regards to SA-1, but also to the 
fact that as discussed here the reading situation is chosen by the 
reader; and this decision may change in the course of reading. Thus, 
readers who begin by contextualizing a text in such a way as to intend 
to understand Mo may later become disinterested in this message and 
may change their attitudes from R+ to R-, or may come to perceive the 
text as M-. Similarly, a reader who abhors descriptive passages may 
contextualize such passages as M- while retaining an overall intention 
to understand Mo It is also possible to read, for example, Dickens' 
Oliver Twist both in terms of what the reader perceives as Dickens' 
intentions, and also as an example of a Victorian novel. The text 
would, consequently, be contextualized by the reader both as My 
equalling Mie and as a situation in which M, does not equal Mo The 
point here is that an actual reading situation may be a complex of 
different basic reading situations such that the reader contextualizes 


the same text in different ways, and thereby obtains multiple messages 


from his reading. 


This view of reading situations as intentional contextualizations 


by the reader seems to be relevant in regards to Gibson & Levin's (1975) 


objections to reading models; for as they contend: 


No single model will serve to describe the reading process, 
because there are as many reading processes as there are 
people who read, things to be read, and goals to be served. 
Reading is as varied and adaptive an activity as perceiving, 
remembering, or thinking, since in fact it includes all these 


activities. (p. 454) 
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To illustrate this point, Gibson § Levin give a series of descriptions 
of different ways in which readers approach texts. While the present 
study is not concerned with strategies in the sense that is intended 
by Gibson & Levin, it does seem that the view of basic reading situ- 
ations is useful in explaining at least some of the complexity that 
they note. The position here, however, has not been to use the com- 
plexity of reading as an argument against the possibility of describing 
reading, but rather to use a complex description in order to indicate 
one of the sources of this complexity, and to suggest how it can be 
accounted for by means of a consideration of the communicative aspects 
of reading. 

While the four basic reading situations described thus far seem 
to provide at least a tentative basis for understanding the reader as 
recipient of meaningful communication, this description has been 
obtained only through a consideration of SA-l. As with the description 
of communication situations, however, the nature of reading situations 
can be elaborated by means of the framework developed in Chapter 4 in 
regards to both SA-2 and SA-3. Such an elaboration should provide a 
more detailed description of reading situations, and should help to 
clarify what has, thus far, been described only in a general way. 

The Reading Situation as SA-2 

Since SA-1 is concerned with message transmission, when this 
view is applied to the reader and the reading situation it results in 
a description of the reader's perception of the message of the text, 
and of the message of the writer. As discussed in Chapter 4, however, 
in order for an audience to understand a message, it is necessary that 


there be some type of intersubjective understanding between the utterer 
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and the audience; and this understanding must be negotiated by the 
participants in the communication situation since each participant 
brings a different cultural/institutional/personal meaning-context to 
the situation. This negotiation was not of concern in regards to the 
reading situation as described by SA-1 since this preliminary descrip- 
tion of the reading situation involved the reader's intentions toward 
the text's message. In considering the reading situation as SA-2, 
however, negotiation becomes an important and useful concept. 

In Chapter 4, SA-2 was described in terms of the rhetorical 
situation (R-situation); and this type of situation was understood to 
include all situations except those in which the utterance is intended 
to be purely expressive. To identify a message as being either rhe- 
torical of expressive, however, requires that there be a message; and 
Since only the first two of the four reading situations described above 
represent cases in which the reader intends to understand the message 
of the text, it is only these two situations that can be profitably 
elaborated by a further consideration of communication situations. 
Thus, the third and fourth reading situations have already been de- 
scribed as thoroughly as possible in terms of communication situations, 
as defined in the present study. The reading situation as SA-2 and 
SA-3 will, consequently, be restricted to the first two cases as 
defined above. 

According to the model developed in Chapter 4, then, the reader 
can contextualize the message of a text as being either rhetorical or 
expressive in character. This would seem to be the case whether the 
reader perceives this to be the intention of the writer or not; and 


since the reading situation has been understood as being complex in 
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nature, it would seem to be possible for the reader to contextualize 
M, in both ways, resulting in the understanding of two different but 
related textual messages. This is clearly exemplified by a reader who 
confronts a text of Swinburne's poetry; for since Swinburne often relies 
heavily upon rhythm and alliteration, these technical features can 
obscure whatever rhetorical intention may be attributed to Swinburne. 
Thus, while a Swinburne poem can be understood as intended to be rhe- 
torical, such a poem can also be read as expressive and as an "object" 
for aesthetic appreciation independent of the rhetorical intent. This 
expressive dimension can also, however, be understood as intended by 
Swinburne such that the text was intended to be contextualized in both 
ways. 

In contextualizing a text, then, the reader can perceive it as 
being either rhetorical or expressive. This is, however, to some 
extent a negotiated understanding; for the text of the message may 
indicate the intention with which the utterance was made; and if the 
reader notes and accepts the writer's avowed intention in this regard, 
it can serve as the basis for his perception that Mo is either expres- 
sive or rhetorical. While the expressive situation was not elaborated 
in Chapter 4, and thus cannot be elucidated on the basis of the model 
presented there, the rhetorical aspect of a message was discussed in 
terms of an exigence that was addressed, and the constraints of the 
situation. While the situation seems to be constrained by the reader's 
own knowledge and intentions, and by the nature of the text, Te rs 
not yet clear how constraints may operate in the reading situation. 
Exigences, however, were defined as a continuum ranging from cases in 


which the exigence is mutually understood or accepted by the participants 
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to cases in which the exigence is created by the utterer. This dis- 
tinction was illustrated by noting that a reader of Wittgenstein's 
Tractatus may perceive the text as addressing a mutually known exigence, 
Or as creating an exigence, depending upon the knowledge that the 
reader has. Exigences are not, however, always left entirely to the 
reader to discover; for in many types of nonfictional writing, the 

text includes a discussion of the exigence that is addressed. While 
this can serve as a basis for the reader's determination of the rhe- 
torical aspect of Mo if the reader is naive in regards to the exigence 
that the text presents it may still be the case that the text is per- 
ceived by the reader as creating an exigence which it then addresses. 
Similarly, a text may suggest that it is creating an exigence when 

the reader has knowledge that allows him to contextualize the text 

as addressing an accepted or established exigence. In such a case, 

the reader would most likely presume that the text's claim to be 
creating an exigence is naive. This contextualization may, however, 
result in what would be, from an omniscient point of view, a naive or 
enconrect reading of the.text; for it is\possible: for.a text, to create 
an exigence which is similar to, but not identical with, the exigence 
that the reader perceives it to be addressing. 

On the basis of these distinctions in terms of R-situations, 
then, the first two basic reading situations described in terms of 
SA-1 can be elaborated to indicate the further aspects of contextual- 
ization that the reader may utilize in attempting to understand a text. 
In order to represent these additional features in abbreviated form, 
EXP will be used for the term "expressive," RH for "rhetorical," 


E for "created exigence," and ES for "accepted exigence." Using 
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these abbreviations, the basic descriptions of reading situations can 


be expanded to the following: 


IEP R M. (M = Mi & RH (BE) 
Rts My (My Z M) & RH (E,) 
Bay uM iM, Ractie)ins SRE (Ee) 
R+: M. (M. # M & RH (EQ) 


Res cM) (Meee )sheB XP 
Rots i eM 9 (M eet M) & EXP 

These different reading situations can be briefly illustrated 
by considering the case of a research report on an empirical scientific 
study. While from an omniscient point of view the report may be 
intended to be rhetorical, with either a created or an accepted exi- 
gence, the reader is free either to accept whatever avowed intention 
is stated or implied in the text, or to contextualize the report in 
some other way. As Bitzer (1968) argues, scientific reports can be 
considered in some ways to be expressive rather than rhetorical since 
they can be intended, or contextualized, as a presentation of "fact" 
without a rhetorical intention to persuade or influence. Thus, the 
reader can contextualize the report as expressive in nature, and can 
do this whether or not it is the intention of the reader to understand 
the intended message of the writer. The case where My does not equal 
M. for the reader can be understood to be such that the reader may or 
may not recognize what the research is intended to report, for the 
reader may search through journal articles for support of an argument 
that may be peripheral to the research reported. Scientific articles 
are not, however, as was pointed out in Chapter 4, always expressive 


in nature, nor are they always contextualized as such; for the reader 
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can contextualize the report as rhetorical discourse that addresses 
either an established or a created exigence. In the former case, the 
reader would perceive the report as addressing an issue of which the 
reader is aware; and in the latter case the report would be understood 
as creating an exigence, either because the report is exploring a new 
area and raising a new question, or because the reader was previously 
unaware of what might actually be an accepted exigence. As with 
expressive discourse, this can be the situation whether the reader 
intends to understand the writer's intended meaning, or perceives the 
report as a document addressed to an issue that the reader brings to 
the situation. 

As was noted in Chapter 4, R-situations can be understood to 
apply either in a narrow sense, or in a broad sense in which the entire 
discourse is perceived as an utterance in an R-situation. While 
R-situations were incorporated into the model of intersubjective 
knowledge and the communication situation only in the narrow sense, 
it is important to recognize that this broad application can still 
apply in the realization of a particular communication situation. While 
this can serve to complicate further what is already a complex descrip- 
tion of the situation, this additional complication must be recognized 
since it can also describe the way in which a reader contextualizes 
aytext. 

As with the reading situation as defined by SA-1, it must be 
noted that a reader may change his view of the R-situation while 
reading a text, and thus may contextualize different parts of a text 
inuditterent «ways. Since this contextualization is negotiated by the 


reader, he is free either to follow whatever intentions are expressed 
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by the text, or to contextualize as suits his purpose in reading. 
The Reading Situation as SA-3 

As suggested above, the reading situation is constrained by 
the substance of the text, and by the knowledge and intentions of the 
reader. In terms of SA-3, this can be understood in terms of the 
nature of the encounter that is offered by the text, and by the nature 
of the encounter that the reader seeks in addressing the text. The 
textual constraint would seem to be at least partially understandable 
in terms of the episodic structure; for this structure was considered, 
in Chapter 4, to be governed by constitutive and regulative rules that 
dictate the nature of the episodic encounter. 

According to the model of intersubjective knowledge presented 
in Chapter 4, it is through an encounter that background knowledge is 
realized as foreground knowledge of the episode in which the partic- 
ipants are involved, and in the context of which the emergent and 
transcendent grounds are understood. In terms of the reader, then, an 
encounter with a text demands that the reader utilize his background 
knowledge of reading situations in order to contextualize the text in 
terms of the knowledge that has been brought to the foreground. There 
are, however, at least two ways in which the nature of a reading 
encounter can be understood from the reader's point of view; for ina 
strict sense, the encounter is each time that the reader confronts 
the text. If the text is set aside for any period of time, then again 
consulted, this results in a second encounter rather than a continuation 
of the first. In the lax sense of encounter, this type of continuation 
could be considered as a single encounter since the interruption would 


be analogous to a brief pause in an oral conversation (while, for 
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example, a plane passed overhead). The difficulty with the lax sense 
of encounter is that intervening events may make it impossible for the 
reader to re-establish the original encounter in exactly the same way 
Since the reader will have intervening experiences that will enrich 
his personal meaning-context. Also, it is possible that the reader 
may contextualize the text in a different way when he addresses it a 
second time since the previous encounter may have developed to a point 
that is irretrievable. This is, of course, the point made by Poe in 
"The Philosophy of Composition" in which he suggests that a work of 
literature should not exceed what can be read at one sitting since the 
impact of the work will be diminished or lost if the reading is inter- 
rupted, 

It must, however, be noted that interruptions in encounters can 
also be beneficial; for the reader may choose to interrupt an encounter 
in order to reconsider how the text should be contextualized. This 
would seem to be particularly helpful in cases in which the reader is 
unsatisfied with his understanding of the text and recognizes that a 
Gifferent approach, perhaps with different foreground parameters, may 
be helpful. 

In terms of Chapter 4, an encounter with a text places the 
reader in an episode with the text involving the following sequence: 
initiation, definition, instantiation, rule confirmation, strategic 
development, and termination. The episode can, of course, be pre- 
maturely terminated at any time by the reader simply by setting the 
text aside. In the normal development of an encounter, however, the 
reader initiates the encounter by consulting the text. The definition 


of the nature and purpose of the encounter is either negotiated with 
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the text if the reader is intent upon Mo Or is brought to the encounter 
by the reader if the reader is not primarily concerned with Mo i= 
stantiation and rule confirmation would seem to result when the text 

is perceived and understood by the reader to yield a fruitful encounter 
by means of the contextualization adopted. This can mean that the 
reader recognizes and accepts the explicit or implicit bid by the 

text, or finds the text suitable for his own purposes. A reader con- 
sulting McCarthy's Birds of America expecting to encounter a discourse 
about birds will, of course, be unable to instantiate an episode that 
consists of the text supplying factual information about birds since 
the novel offers a quite different type of encounter. If the reader 

is willing to accept this bid by the text, he may then contextualize 

it appropriately and proceed with his reading. If his interest in 
birds is of primary concern, however, the failure of the text to 
recognize and accept the bid of the reader can result in an early 
termination of the encounter. 

While from an omniscient point of view the encounter between a 
text and a reader is not interactive since the text is passive, from 
the reader's point of view this would not seem to be the case; for in 
confronting a text, the text may appear to the reader to be offering 
a bid for a particular type of encounter, and may defy his efforts 
to contextualize it and confirm the rules he seeks to instantiate. 
While the contextualization is, of course, being done by the reader, 
this contextualization would seem to result in the reader's receiving 
a message in terms of this contextualization. To the reader, then, 
the text can appear active if it is appropri steaymeoutextual Zar even 


though this active nature results from the reader's contextualization 
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rather than from any activity on the part of the text itself. This 
was illustrated above in regards to McCarthy's Birds of America, for 
in that illustration the reader contextualizes the text first in terms 
of a type of episodic encounter that is inappropriate for the text. 
The fact that the text does not correspond to these expectations can 
be perceived by the reader as a refusal of the text to accept the 
reader's bid, and can result in a failure to instantiate a set of 
parameters for the encounters. 

The nature of initiation/definition/instantiation can be more 
clearly understood when what is instantiated is considered; for the 
above discussion has suggested only in a general way what is realized 
as foreground knowledge through an encounter in a reading situation. 
As discussed in Chapter 4, what is realized is a set of procedures, 
or constitutive and regulative rules, that govern the way in which 
the episode is to be conducted. In other words, what is instantiated 
is the form or structure of the encounter which allows an utterance to 
be understood within the context of emergent and transcendent grounds. 

The form of simple stories has been considered in terms of 
schemata by researchers concerned with memory, and it would seem that 
such schemata are at least related to what is being suggested here. 
While one group of researchers (e.g., Kintsch, 1976; Meyer, 1975) 
has been concerned with the textual organization in terms of the 
propositions of the text, another group (e.g., Mandler & Johnson, 
1977; Rumelhart, 1975; Thorndyke, 1977) has been concerned with the 
more general structure of stories, or the macrostructure of extended 
discourse. These two approaches are generally considered in terms of 


a distinction between bottom-up and top-down processing. The concern 
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of those researchers who focus upon bottom-up processing is with the 
relationships among the propositions and the linking of individual 
propositions into larger and more meaningful structures, whereas the 
concern of those researchers who deal with top-down processing is with 
the general knowledge of story structure that a reader brings to a 
text, and uses in order to structure and comprehend the message. This 
kind of knowledge about stories is considered in terms of a cognitive 
story schema. As Mandler & Johnson suggest: 

We use the term "story schema" to refer to an idealized internal 

representation of the parts of a typical story and the relation- 

ships among those parts. It is claimed that people use this 
type of representation of stories to guide comprehension during 

encoding and as a retrieval mechanism during recall. (p. 111) 
While the present study is not directly concerned with the actual 
processing of texts, the notion of story schema seems to describe in 
part what has previously been discussed only as the structure or form 
of an episode. 

While it is tempting to substitute this notion of story schema 
for an encounter, and to adopt this as the structure of reading situ- 
ations involving story texts, to do so would distort and oversimplify 
what has been suggested in terms of communication situations. This is 
due to the fact that work on story schemata is at an early stage of 
development, and has not yet been elaborated to the extent demanded 
by the structure of an encounter. The descriptions of story schemata 
that have been constructed represent simple stories in a general way 
and have been concerned with the description of texts themselves rather 
than with the description of communication situations. Thus, the 


dimensions suggested in Chapter 4 such as the game/ritual continuum 


and the episodic dominance do not fit conveniently into the story 
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schemata that have been proposed. Also, these top-down schemata are 
designed to apply to a wide range of stories, and are thus at a more 
general level than the structure of encounters, as described previously; 
for in terms of an encounter there are obvious differences between, for 
example, a fable and a mystery story; and these differences can result 
in different contextualizations by a reader. This is not, however, to 
deny the relationship between schemata and encounters; for it is 
possible to consider encounters as a particular type of schema. In 
order to maintain a distinction between what is being suggested here 

in terms of communication and work that is being done with schemata 

in terms of memory, however, encounters will not be identified with 
schemata. 

The main difficulty with the schemata designed by researchers 
concerned with memory is the fact that encounters have been described 
as the utilization of knowledge of situations, realized in terms of 
episodes, while schemata have been designed, as in the schemata sug- 
gested by Mandler & Johnson, Rumelhart and Thorndyke, as a complete 
description of a text. As was pointed out in Chapter 4 in regards to 
the negotiation of episodic form, the participants can contextualize 
a message in terms of a specific structure if they have knowledge of 
such a structure, or what Schank & Abelson call a script. But such 
scriptal knowledge is not always available to the audience; and when 
it is not they must use their knowledge of planning, or the concaten- 
ation of D-goals, in order to understand the nature of the episode in 
which they are involved. Applied to reading situations, this same 
flexibility seems to be an important aspect of the reader's contextual- 


ization of the text; for it is possible that the text represents a 
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scriptal form that is unfamiliar to the reader. In such a Situation, 
the text would probably not be unintelligible to the reader; but the 
reader would have to rely upon more general knowledge of goal-oriented 
planning rather than upon scriptal knowledge of the form of the 
encounter that was presumably intended by the writer. For example, 
while a fable has a recognizable form that can be described in terms 
of constitutive and regulative rules that govern such encounters, a 
reader who is unfamiliar with the structure of a fable can still read 
and understand such a text; but instead of relying upon specific know- 
ledge of the rules by which the episode is structured, the reader will 
be forced to rely upon more general strategies for understanding the 
structure of the episode. 

As was pointed out in regards to Schank & Abelson's notion of 
scripts and plans, scripts arise when recurring situations are met often 
enough so that the structures of such encounters have been learned. In 
novel situations the reader must rely upon more general strategies of 
planning by means of a recognition of the text's D-goals, or the 
imposition of his own D-goals upon the text. Since scriptal knowledge 
develops through experience, it can be suggested that if a reader 
frequently encounters Victorian novels, he will probably develop 
specific expectations for such texts based upon the rule-governed 
structure of such encounters. This is not, of course, to say that 
the episodic rules by means of which the reader contextualizes a text 
will always succeed in meeting the structure bid by the text; but 
this is only to reiterate that the negotiation of structure may be 
an on-going activity throughout the course of an encounter. 


In reading situations, then, it seems that episodes can be 
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characterized in terms of types, or genres that are based upon the 
knowledge of the reader and the extent to which the reader has learned 
general genre types of written language communication that may exist 
in the culture. This sense of genre can be applied in a narrow sense 
to, for example, Shakespeare's early comedies (as opposed to Shake- 
speare's other plays and poems) or to such general categories as 
scientific research reports or contemporary novels. When the reader 
has not developed specific knowledge of a genre to the point at which 
it becomes useful in understanding a text, he can rely upon more general 
structures such as, in the case of a novel, his general knowledge of 
narrative structure. That such flexibility is necessary is apparent 
from the fact that readers can, without undue difficulty, understand 
and contextualize novels such as Sterne's Tristram Shandy, which will- 
fully violates many of the normal procedures for conducting encounters 
of this type. In fact, it can be suggested that the humor of Tristram 
Shandy results partly from the violation of the constitutive rules 

for narrative discourse. 

In addition to this general description of encounter episodes, 
these episodes were described, in Chapter 4, in terms of their struc- 
tural and dominance aspects. As indicated in Chapter 4, the game / 
ritual continuum is related to the script/plan distinction already 
discussed, and in terms of reading situations relates to the structure 
that is perceived by the reader and the way in which the reader per- 
ceives the writer to have intended the structure to be understood. 
Ritual types of structures can be understood to be genre forms that are 
basically inflexible, such as mystery stories, fables, and reports of 


empirical research, while game structures can be understood to represent 
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non-genre novels such as Fowles's The Magus, Donleavy's A Fairy Tale 
of New York, and Faulkner's The Sound and the Fury. As pointed out in 
Chapter 4, the difference between games and rituals must be understood 
to be one of degree; for games too must have some constitutive struc- 
ture. For the present purposes, rituals can be understood to represent 
contextualizations based upon scriptal knowledge, while games are under- 
stood by means of planning and D-goals. 

The competition/cooperation continuum does not seem to apply 
to the reading situation in quite the same way as it was understood in 
terms of general communication situations since the reader is co- 
operating with the text in seeking to understand the intended message, 
whether this message is perceived by the reader to represent M er not. 
Competition between the reader and the text, then, must be understood 
in terms of situations such as R+: M- and R+: M+, since in these 
two situations the reader is not cooperating with the text but is, 
rather, competing with it in the only way that seems possible.* Thus, 
this competition/cooperation continuum seems to apply to the reading 
situation not at the episode or foreground level, but at the message 


level, and in terms of contextualization at SA-1l. At any rate, nothing 


uy addition, it could be contended that critical or evaluative 
reading involves competition. Such reading, however, would seem to 
entail a complex relationship between the reader and the text; for in 
such reading it would be necessary for the reader first to obtain an 
M., then to consider this M, in regards to some established or known 
criteria. In considering the M. in this way, the text would be con- 
textualized in a different way than it was in obtaining the original Mis 
thus resulting in a second reading situation. It can, then, be sug- 
gested that critical or evaluative reading may involve comparing Or 
contrasting two or more different contextualizations of the text in 
what may be a competitive way. But this type of competition may be 
different than the notion of competition when applied to an individual 


reading situation. 
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seems to be added to the understanding of reading situations by means 
of this continuum; and it will, consequently, not be considered further. 

As suggested in Chapter 4, communication situations can be con- 
Sidered to be either structurally, relationally, or informationally 
dominant. In contextualizing a written text, then, it would seem 
that a reader can contextualize the situation as being dominant in 
terms of any of these three aspects. This is, of course, an oversim- 
plification; for as pointed out in Chapter 4, dominance is only a 
matter of degree, and does not suggest an exclusive dominance. That 
this is a relevant aspect is suggested by the fact that a text such as 
Nietzsche's Beyond Good and Evil can be contextualized and understood 
by the reader as being dominant either in terms of the information 
presented (specific arguments), the structure (the overall method of 
argument), or the relationship (the personal message for the reader). 
This notion of dominance also seems to have possibilities in describing 
Walker's (1973) finding that more context information was remembered 
from a written presentation than from a videotaped presentation. In 
terms of the communication structures developed here, it could be sug- 
gested that the readers perceived the situation as being more infor- 
mationally dominant than did the listeners/watchers, who may have seen 
the situation as being either less informationally dominant, or even 
relationally or structurally dominant. This can, however, only be 
Suggested as a possibility. 

In the reading situation, then, the reader can be understood 
to contextualize the encountered text in terms of its episodic struc- 
ture, which can be represented on the game/ritual continuum, and also 


in terms of the dominance aspect of the situation, which reflects the 
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goal of the encounter. Thus, the representations of the reading situ- 
ation given in terms of SA-2 can be elaborated by considering them as 

being either GAME or RITUAL, and as being either structurally dominant 
(D 


eye relationally dominant (Doo Or informationally dominant 


(D, og): Each of the reading situations discussed as being either rhe- 
torical or expressive can, then, be further elaborated in terms of the 
following possibilities: 

GAME (Des) 


GAME (D.. ) 


el 


GAME (D ) 


inf 
RITUAL (D 
# ( str 

RITUAL (D 
re 


RIETUALN(D Ss). } 
in 


E 


These six possibilities in relation to the six rhetorical/expressive 
situations suggested above yield a total of thirty-six reading situ- 
ations to which can be added the two situations not considered to be 
either rhetorical or expressive in nature for a total of thirty-eight 
reading situations. These descriptions of the reading situation are 
listed in Appendix J; but it is important to note that they are not 
intended to be in any sense definitive, but are based upon the descrip- 
tion of communication situations given in Chapter 4. Since com- 
munication situations were understood to be more complex, and subject 
to further description than was given there, these reading situations 
must be understood to be the result only of the description given to 
these situations in the present study. In spite of this limitation, 
these descriptions of reading situations do give an indication of at 


least some of the different possibilities that the reader has for 
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contextualizing written texts. 


Illustrative Applications of Reading Situations 


While the discussion in the first part of this chapter has 
demonstrated how communication situations can be understood when real- 
ized in terms of reading and the knowledge that the reader brings to 
an encounter with a text, in order to illustrate this application it 
is useful to consider a few specific examples of possible encounters. 
Although specific examples have been given in the course of the previous 
discussion, these illustrations have been considered only briefly, 
and in order to elucidate the nature of reading situations themselves. 
Consequently, the consideration of a few sample illustrations should be 
helpful in demonstrating how the notion of reading situations can be 
useful in considering the reader as recipient of meaningful com- 
munication. In addition, the consideration of these specific types 
of encounters will provide a basis for the further elucidation of the 
nature of reading situations. 

Since only four texts have been selected for consideration here, 
it cannot be claimed that these four are representative of the mul- 
titude of possible texts, or that they are in any way exhaustive. The 
four texts do, however, represent a range of different possible texts 
in order to illustrate the general applicability of the position that 
has been developed in the present study. In the consideration of these 
examples, the purpose is not to demonstrate how the thirty-eight 
reading situations listed in Appendix I can be applied, but rather to 
demonstrate in a general way how different reading situations result 


from different contextualizations of texts. The consideration of these 
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selected texts is, then, intended to be suggestive rather than exhaus- 
tive, and is not intended to illustrate particular reading situations. 

The first sample text that has been selected for consideration 
is one of Doyle's Sherlock Holmes stories, "The Red-headed League.” 
This story has been selected since it offers the possibility of a 
highly structured, or ritualized, encounter. In contrast to this type 
of encounter, Nabokov's Pale Fire will then be discussed. Since reading 
situations do not apply solely to narrative discourse, Swift's "A 
Modest Proposal" will then be considered, followed by a discussion of 
the text of the present study in terms of communication. 

Sherlock Holmes as Communication 

In the first part of this chapter, it was suggested that a 
reader can perceive a text as being active if the reader contextualizes 
the text appropriately. It is in this sense that it is possible to 
consider a text as offering a bid for a particular type of encounter; 
but this bid by a text results from the contextualization that is given 
to the text by the reader, who utilizes his background knowledge of 
encounters in order to define a specific foreground episode as a means 
of realizing a useful encounter. 

Doyle's Sherlock Holmes stories, such as "The Red-headed League," 
may, then, offer different episodic bids to different readers, and 
different bids to the same reader upon different occasions. Presuming 
that the reader is intent upon some Myr this My can be understood by 
the reader either in terms of MO or in terms of some other purpose; 
and the text, as contextualized by the reader, will be perceived by 
the reader to be offering such a bid. For example, a reader who is 


naive in regards to both Sherlock Holmes and mystery stories will not 
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have available in his background (form of life) knowledge of reading 
encounters the type of scriptal knowledge that the genre would usually 
evoke. Similarly, a reader who is extremely knowledgeable about such 
stories will probably have not only an encounter structure, or parameter 
specifications, for mystery stories, but also a particular understanding 
of the type of encounter and sequence of episodes to be expected from 

a reading of a Sherlock Holmes story. It is also possible, of course, 
that a reader will have some background knowledge of Doyle's other 
writings; and this knowledge would allow such a reader to contextualize 
the text in terms of the type of encounter to be expected from Doyle, 
with a particular realization in terms of the Sherlock Holmes stories. 

A reader who contextualizes the text of Doyle's story such that 
he is intent upon M can understand this M in terms of either Doyle 
or Dr. Watson as writer; for while from an omniscient point of view 
Doyle is undoubtedly the writer, the text avows itself to be the 
creation of Dr. Watson; and the reader is thus free to accept the text's 
bid and establish an encounter upon this basis. To do so will, of 
course, result in a different reading of the text, and a different 
understanding of the message, since if Doyle is considered to be the 
writer, Watson becomes Holmes's foil; and a knowledgeable reader can 
relate Doyle's use of this device to the earlier use of this technique 
by Poe, and toa eae ienaes er later uses. 

The way in which "The Red-headed League" is contextualized in 
terms of the structural aspects of the episode will depend, of course, 
upon the way in which the reader contextualizes the text at the fore- 
ground level, and the knowledge that is available at the form of life 


or background level. If a reader is familiar with the genre of the 
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mystery story, or a particular realization of it such as the Sherlock 
Holmes story, and utilizes this knowledge when contextualizing the 
text, the encounter can be understood to be near the ritual end of 
the game/ritual continuum. As a ritual, the text can be understood in 
terms of the constitutive rules that Doyle/Watson must follow in 
instantiating an initial problem and developing it to its solution. 
These rules will, of course, to some extent regulate and govern the 
way in which the developmental sequence of the episode is realized. 
It is, however, only by means of a knowledge of the constitutive and 
regulative rules of such encounters that a contextualization as a 
ritual is possible; for otherwise Doyle/Watson must be understood to 
be offering gambits rather than etiquettes. In the ritual sense, 
the reporting of the mysterious situation in "The Red-headed League" 
is an etiquette since the presentation of a mysterious situation to be 
resolved is of central importance to the mystery story and would be 
described by the constitutive rules of the genre. Similarly, if 
Jabez Wilson's report of the mysterious League to Holmes and Watson 
is understood to be rhetorical by virtue of the scriptal structure, 
the exigence which this report addresses is an accepted exigence if 
the reader is knowledgeable about either mystery stories in general 
or Sherlock Holmes stories in particular. A naive reader, however, 
must perceive this report as a created exigence since it is only by 
means of episodic knowledge that an exigence can be recognized as 
accepted. This is, of course, a narrow interpretation of the R- 
situation within the context of the episode. 

To contend that the reader contextualizes the encounter as a 


ritual does not, of course, mean that there cannot be surprising 
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developments, or that the reader cannot become intrigued by the problem 
Or situation depicted in the story. What it does suggest, however, is 
that this interest in the Red-headed League is related to the particular 
content of the story rather than to the communicative structure; for 
the structure of the encounter, as encounter, is highly ritualized. 

The importance of this structure is clearly evident when considering 

a work such as Dickens' The Mystery of Edwin Drood. While it is 
clearly a mystery story, the fact that Dickens died before the story 
was completed has resulted in an "ending" that is abrupt and clearly 
unsatisfactory. Arguments abound, of course, as to how this story 
would have been resolved had Dickens lived to complete it; but these 
proposed solutions are based upon the type of encounter that the text 
represents, and the type of encounter that is associated with a text 

by Dickens. Since Edwin Drood leaves the story incomplete, it is 
disturbing and unsatisfactory; but this is not always the case with 
vaguely terminated stories, for Tristram Shandy is also incomplete, and 
Mann's Confessions of Felix Krull likewise ends in an unresolved state. 
The reason why Felix Krull and Tristram Shandy are acceptable without 

a clear termination of the text, while Edwin Drood is not, can be 
attributed to the type of encounter that each represents. In the 
mystery story, the resolution of the mystery is of critical importance 
since it is necessary in order for the text to conform to the consti- 
tutive rules that govern and define the mystery story genre. Since 
Felix Krull and Tristram Shandy are not encounters Of tthusietypen OF 

of any other genre that demands a definitive ending, the fact that 


they are not resolved is not as troublesome. 


This is not, however, to say that the episode must necessarily 
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be structurally dominant if the story is contextualized as a Eituals for 
the dominance aspect is a separate feature of the episode. Even if the 
story is perceived as a ritual, the encounter can be perceived as 

being informationally dominant so that the focus is upon the specific 
story content that is presented, or it can be perceived as being 
relationally dominant, in which case the reader would relate personally 
to the story or in some way perceive it as containing a personal mes- 
sage directed toward the reader. If, however, the episode is context- 
ualized as being structurally dominant, the emphasis will be upon how 
the structural requirements are fulfilled. 

In addition to this basic type of contextualization, the reader 
can also perceive the text as being either rhetorical or expressive 
in nature. If the reader is reading the story solely for enjoyment 
it might be perceived as being expressive. It could also, however, be 
rhetorical since Holmes's powers of ratiocination in discovering the 
reason for the League could be understood as a message intended to 
persuade the reader that true understanding of the world depends upon 
such intellectual powers, rather than upon more emotional and less 
rational points of view, as exemplified by Watson. This is, however, 

a broad application of the rhetorical/expressive distinction; and the 
narrower sense must be understood within the context of the structure 
of the episode. 

In encountering texts such as "The Red-headed League," then, the 
reader can contextualize the text in a variety of ways depending upon 
his intentions and his knowledge of texts of this type; and the way(s) 
in which the text is contextualized will, of course, determine the 


message(s) that the reader obtains from his reading. 
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The Contextualization of Pale Fire 


An encounter with the text of Nabokov's Pale Fire presents an 
interesting contrast to the encounter with a Sherlock Holmes story 
Since the structure of the encounter as bid by the text will generally 
not be as readily apparent to the reader, and a considerable amount 
of negotiation may be necessary in order to contextualize the text 
appropriately. This is due to the fact that Pale Fire is a novel that 
is written in a form that does not at first seem to be capable of sus- 
taining an encounter of this type, for the text is in the form of a 
medium length poem followed by a line-by-line commentary on the poem. 
In fact, however, the story of the novel is told by means of the com- 
mentary, which is an account by a deluded and probably insane com- 
mentator who claims to be the exiled King of Zembla. The apparent 
form seems to be a bid by the text for an encounter that involves an 
academic consideration of the poem, while in fact what the text 
intends to bid by means of this apparent bid is an account of the com- 
mMentator. A reader who accepts the apparent bid and attempts to con- 
textualize the text as a poem/commentary type of encounter will find 
the commentary somewhat difficult since much of it is not only question- 
able but actually extraneous to the poem. On the other hand, a reader 
who notes that the title page proclaims the text to be a novel and 
accepts this bid may find the text to be obscure, difficult and non- 
sensical since he will immediately be confronted by the poem and the 
line-by-line commentary. 

If novels were generally, or even sometimes, written in the 
form of poem/commentary a knowledgeable reader could have an under- 


standing of this form and would have some scriptal knowledge of this 
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type of encounter. Since Pale Fire seems to be unique in its use of 
this form, however, it would seem that a knowledgeable reader would 
not only be unfamiliar with this use of the form, but would find it 
to violate the knowledge of written language encounters that he does 
have. In fact, a reader who is knowledgeable about literature and 
familiar with poems and textual commentaries could be tempted to con- 
textualize the encounter as a poem/commentary rather than as a Stony, 
which could make the novel more difficult to contextualize for a 
knowledgeable reader than for one who is not. 

It is notable that the type of negotiated contextualization 
that is required for Pale Fire differs somewhat from the specific type 
of encounter structure discussed above in regards to the mystery story. 
This is due to the fact that the difficulty in contextualizing Pale 
Fire is the lack of a fundamental plan-oriented narrative structure; 
for it is this structure that seems, at first, to be missing in the 
text. The apparent structure of Pale Fire is, of course, the poem/ 
commentary structure, and the constitutive rules that govern this 
type of encounter. Since it is this foreground knowledge that is being 
used to structure the narrative, it is necessary for the reader to 
contextualize the encounter in terms of both narrative and poem/ 
commentary encounters, and this is to contextualize the text in a 
unique way. This contextualization results in a change in the usual 
focus in the text/commentary type of encounter; for it would normally 
be the case that the poem would be dominant, with the commentary 
dependent upon and secondary to the text of the poem. In Nabokov 's 
novel, however, it is the commentary that is of primary importance 


with the poem serving only as an excuse for the commentary. 
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If a reader were to contextualize Pale Fire as a serious com- 
mentary upon a poem, such a reader would be able to read the poem as 
a serious offering, and would be able to criticize the commentary as 
being largely irrelevant and generally unsupported by the text of the 
poem. While it would be possible to say that the reader had received 
an M, from the text and his own perception of the as as well, from an 
omniscient point of view it would be apparent that such a reader could 
not be said to have understood Nabokov's intended meaning, and thus 
that he had not really understood the message of the text. For such 
a reader, however, a reading of the novel as a serious attempt to 
present a commentary upon a poem can result in meaningful reading and 
a conviction that the text has been understood. To note this in regards 
to Pale Fire is, however, only to reiterate the complex nature of 
understanding and meaning, and to note that this type of lack of com- 
prehension differs from cases in which the reader does not understand 
the concepts, propositions, vocabulary or other parts of the text. In 
terms of the discussion in Chapter 4, comprehension failure due to 
inappropriate contextualization can be considered as a special case 
of failure to comprehend due to miscommunication, or a lack of recog- 
nition of the M-intended message of the text. 

Even if a reader is successful in recognizing the particular 
type of encounter that is bid by the text, and contextualizes it 
appropriately, this does not provide the reader with more than a general 
understanding of the constitutive rules; for even this structure is 
less restrictive than the structure of the mystery story. Thus, Pale 
Fire can be considered to be bidding a game type of encounter structure 


since the utterances that constitute the text can generally be 
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understood to be gambits rather than etiquettes. This LSjeinetact, 
also the use that is being made of the apparent poem/commentary struc- 
ture; for this structure is offered as a gambit by Nabokov rather than 
as an etiquette that provides a serious structure for the encounter 
despite the fact that the encounter is actually structured in this 
way. In reading a commentary on a poem it is usually the case that 
the encounter will be informationally dominant since the commentary 
is designed to supply information that will elucidate the text of the 
poem. In Pale Fire, however, it would seem that what is bid by the 
text is a relationally dominant structure; for it is in the growing 
relationship with the commentator that the text takes on its full sig- 
nificance as a novel; and it can be suggested that it is by means of 
this unusual bid dominance of the encounter that the text indicates 
an unusual use of the encounter type. This is not, of course, to say 
that the reader must recognize the encounter as being relationally 
dominant, but is only to indicate that from an omniscient point of 
view, this is probably the appropriate way to perceive the text in 
order to obtain the omniscient Mo 

The particular R-situations of the text also seem to differ 


from those of the mystery story. For while from the broad application 


perspective, the R-situation would be similar, in the narrow application 


it would seem that if the reader is contextualizing the encounter 
appropriately he cannot recognize an accepted exigence since the 

text is not structured with the same specific constitutive imperatives 
as is the mystery story. Thus, the gambits of the text can probably 


be understood as creating exigences that are then addressed. This is 


in keeping with the unusual use of the poem/commentary type of encounter 


243 


PA (ere. ace ays | (an yr mid’ te ai. asm 


i get ye ei 


set at a ome Panu 


Pei Daal nt] bigilan: ayy ned i 


mae, | 


ee a puny ill at) view 


ji . mt ne =a ‘ on” yeild sina Mi . \ 
Pe te | 
ie gala: ing (hy aa sodntesnate ons 1 adi 


hb. thd th Meet bay aN aia i ee 44 ban hee Se 


iy ae 
Pay aad | ee ciel ahi rasione witd te séienchmot bie aed 


re PG Ps ran guilt. ei whe, nae “rayon aes 1 eu 


ahd, rot dina Vi t a9: sre side! evegpeaea seun ony 

ubinck Ch: ape derhanal lan wikyais shea tit roingt oa spate ek a a 
eau) soni hh ner het bid shit 4 yon. ao yin ox 
fh ih segknaisioe ed? 


(WN py Wena, at aes med wi Rapes vest, a iu 
ia) oan Acie 


B. LO Daa a —o ory wort set ‘pusamen: oat bade 
wintery male ON ‘mila od. stn ae abtouaten a om 


Ne 
PES 


lenin aghat ada aieing fou ai, ‘abonoe fa ve 903m E 


UF 
of 


ee ek oe veh aol \nodranie nn eatin iin guia 


oe TA ee ne nepidaGe corte eh wait, wai 


e\ a om 


ak, 


NEBR IAL Oued ome ing seth - bhai Pray. ile 8 Sue 
t “ rf 1 ie 
‘ , aie wie 


ee a a na easahn mi tas oe Hight werent 


244 


Since this particular use suspends the normal types of exigences that 
would arise and allows the text a freedom that would be difficult if 
not impossible to obtain in a mystery story. 
The Contextualization of "A Modest Proposal" 

While the examples considered above both deal with fictional 
narrative discourse, the notion of reading situations does not apply 
exclusively to such discourse. In order to illustrate this, Swift's 
"A Modest Proposal" can be considered. Unlike the detective story, 
this text does not have a recognizable structure that can be under- 
stood in terms of specific constitutive rules. Rather, like Pale Fire, 
the encounter is loosely structured; and the episode seems to represent 
a game type of encounter since it is only by means of general principles 
of coherence that this text can be understood. 

In contextualizing this text, various possibilities are readily 
apparent; for the text can be considered in terms of the environmental 
situation in which it first appeared, or it can be considered from 
various points of view in a more modern perspective. For example, the 
text can be considered as it was originally presented, as an anonymous 
text, or it can be considered as a work by Swift, or as an indication 
of the conditions in Ireland in the 18th Century. Similarly, the text 
can be considered to be either rhetorical or expressive depending 
upon the purposes of the reader; for while the text itself avows a 
rhetorical intent, and claims to be addressing an accepted exigence, 
the reader can ignore this rhetorical intent and/or the avowed exigence 
and can contextualize the text as expressive in nature, or as creating 
an exigence. In fact, a reader who is ignorant of the socralccon= 


ditions of 18th Century Ireland will, most likely, perceive the text as 
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creating an exigence by means of its description of these social con- 
ditions, even though the text contends that this exigence is accepted 
and recognized, as it was at the time. 

The most interesting feature of "A Modest Proposal" is, however, 
the fact that the reader can recognize that the proposal of the text 
is not seriously advocated, and is not intended to be seriously con- 
sidered. It is not, however, necessary to regard it in this way; for 
the text can be attributed to a type of individual who would genuinely 
advocate such a course of action. In fact, it is questionable as to 
whether or not it is necessary to recognize Swift's satirical intention 
in order for the text to achieve its rhetorical intent; for this intent 
is, Of course, to arouse indignation at the enormity of what is being 
proposed and the conditions which give rise to the proposal. Whether 
the reader recognizes that the writer knows that the proposal is not 
seriously advocated does not necessarily affect the reader's response 
to the text. It is, however, important to note that in order for a 
reader to recognize that Swift is not serious in presenting this pro- 
posal, it is necessary for the reader to rely upon information other 
than that presented by the text itself. A bottom-up analysis of the 
propositions of the text will not reveal this information; for it is 
only by means of the exaggerated content of the propositions and/or 
knowledge of Swift's own intentions and beliefs, that this reading is 
possible. While this amounts, of course, to an interpretation of the 
text, it is by means of such interpretation that texts must be under- 
stood to be contextualized; for just as the mystery story was under- 
stood to be interpretable in terms of the constitutive structure of 


such an encounter, so in the case of "A Modest Proposal" the intention 
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of the writer is recognized by means of interpretation. Here, however, 
the basis for this interpretation is somewhat different; for while the 
contextualization of the mystery story could be obtained by means of 
background knowledge of structures of encounters, the present case 
calls for contextualization by means of standards as to what is socially 
and culturally reasonable. Thus, it is possible to imagine an entirely 
different culture in which this text would be contextualized as a 
genuinely reasonable proposal. For Swift and his society, and for 
present society as well, however, the proposal is outrageous; and it 
is the recognition of this outrageousness that leads to an understanding 
of Swift's rhetorical intentions. 

The fact that the interpretation and contextualization of "A 
Modest Proposal" differs from the previous illustrations is due to the 
fact, it would seem, that the previous cases could be understood as 
either structurally dominant or as involving problems with the struc- 
ture of the encounter. In this case, however, the structural aspects 
are only defined in a general way; and the episode must be understood 
as either informationally or relationally dominant. Since relational 
and informational features of an encounter rely upon different back- 
ground knowledge, it is understandable that the basis for contextual- 
izing the encounter of the text should be different than in the case 
of a structurally dominant episode. This is not, of course, to say 
that a reader cannot contextualize the text as being structurally 
dominant; but to do so ser be to focus upon the structural features 
of the encounter bid by the text; and such a contextualization would 
be appropriate for a study of these formal features, but not for 


obtaining the M_ since this M is not dependent upon the structural, 
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but rather upon the relational and informational aspects of the encoun- 
ter. A focus upon the structural features will, then, provide a basis 
for aesthetic appreciation of the text as expressive; but the rhe- 
torical intent seems to rely upon the other two aspects since the 
reader seems to be intended to relate to the relational aspect, in 
which case what is presented in the informational aspect can be recog- 
nized as exaggerated. 

As with any text, "A Modest Proposal" can be contextualized in 
different ways by the same reader during a single reading of the text. 
Thus, while the reader may not have personal knowledge of the exigence 
addressed by the text, he can recognize the text's contention that 
Such an accepted exigence exists. In reading the text, then, the 
reader is understanding the text as addressing an accepted exigence 
which, for the reader, is being created by the text. Even recognizing 
this exigence, however, the reader can still be unconcerned with this 
rhetorical intent, and can contextualize the text as being expressive. 
Similarly, the text can be perceived as a commentary upon the social 
conditions of the time, and also as a work by Swift, presented as an 
anonymous text; and in this case the reader would be contextualizing 
the text in three different ways in terms of the MY and M aspects of 
the situation. To note this is, however, only to reiterate that the 
reader's contextualization of a text in the reading situation is often 
and perhaps always complex in nature. This complex contextualization 


makes it difficult, however, to describe the message that the reader 


obtains from a text in a simple way. 


The Present Study as Communication 


As an example of a different type of non-fictional, non-narrative 
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text, the present study can be considered since the text of this study 
differs not only from the type of encounter exemplified by "A Modest 
Proposal" but also from the two previous fictional encounters. As 
with all texts, this one can, of course, be understood either in terms 
of the avowed intention that the text presents or in terms of some 
particular purpose of the reader. For the present study, the reader 
can perceive the avowed intention of the text as suggested in Chapter 
1 in terms of the purposes: as an examination of reading-as-com- 
munication, or the reader as recipient of meaningful communication. 
It is, however, possible for a reader to contextualize this text as 
an argument advocating a new or different perspective on the teaching 
and/or learning of reading. While this is not the intention of the 
text, as stated in Chapter 1, the reader is free to contextualize 
the text in this manner and receive an Me that differs from a recog- 
nized Mo 

While in Chapter 1 the text suggests that it is rhetorical in 
nature since an exigence is identified in the introduction to the 
chapter and one of the purposes is to address this exigence, it is 
possible to perceive the text as expressive by contextualizing it as 
a dispassionate presentation of various theoretical positions in regards 
to an evolving P-domain, with no intention to persuade. If the avowed 
rhetorical intention is accepted, however, the nature of the exigence 
that is addressed will, of course, be dependent upon the individual 
reader and his personal knowledge. In terms of the avowed perspective 
of the text, as given in Chapter 1, the exigence is partly given by 
the discussion of other researchers and their advocacy of a com- 


munication perspective; but the nature of the exigence is also partly 
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defined by the text in questioning and redefining the rather vague use 
of the notion of reading-as-communication. Thus, on the continuum of 
accepted/created exigence, the text avows that the M is intended to 
address an exigence that lies near the center of this continuum. For 
a reader who has, himself, questioned the current notion of reading-as- 
communication, however, the exigence can be perceived as accepted; and 
for a reader who is unfamiliar with a communication perspective, the 
exigence may appear to be created by the text. For both of these 
readers, however, the situation may be complicated, as discussed above 
in regards to "A Modest Proposal," by a recognition of the difference 
between the reader's contextualization and the avowed intention of the 
text, thus resulting in a complex R-situation. In addition, if the 
reader is not intent upon the M of the text but is reading for some 
other purpose, then the rhetorical/expressive distinction and the 
nature of the exigence will depend entirely upon the way in which the 
reader chooses to contextualize the text. 

The nature of the encounter bid by the text of the present study 
seeks to invoke a certain type of thesis format. If, however, a reader 
is familiar with the usual format for empirical studies, the invocation 
of this type of encounter to the foreground level will prove only 
partly useful. For while the present study makes use of some features 
Suvcuchuaetormaty the: structural differences*are significant enough to 
cause difficulties. In the usual encounter with a thesis reporting an 
empirical study, the basic structures will be highly ritualistic in 
nature. Due to the nature of the present theoretical study, however, 
this study offers a bid for a game type of encounter since the develop- 


mental aspects of the D-situation are only partly defined by constitutive 
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rules. Thus, the text makes a bid for a particular type of encounter; 
and the structure of this type of encounter is given at the end of 
Chapter 2. In fact, Chapter 2 can be perceived as an attempt to 
provide a basis for the reader's understanding of the encounter with 
the text in terms of Mo This is attempted by means of a discussion 
of a framework for understanding the construction of theoretical 
positions, followed by an application of this framework to the organ- 
ization of the present text. This discussion seeks to establish the 
basic constitutive rules that govern the nature of the encounter bid 

by the text; but since this encounter is intended to be informationally 
rather than structurally dominant, this description of the encounter 

in terms of structure is not sufficient as a basis for understanding 
the Mo It is, however, possible to contextualize the text as being 
structurally dominant; and this would probably result in a reading of 
the text as an example of a theoretical study, with an emphasis upon 
the structural development of such encounters rather than a concern 
with the actual theoretical position developed here. Similarly, the 
text can be contextualized as being relationally dominant if the reader 
perceives the text as presenting something personally useful for, and 
personally directed to, the reader himself. 

In encountering the text of the present study, then, a reader 
intent upon the avowed mM of the text can perceive the encounter as 
being basically a game structure. But since one of the gambits 
offered by the study is a bid for a ritual structure (i.e., the sum- 
mary in Chapter 2), if the reader accepts this bid he can contextualize 
the text as a ritual in terms of the structure suggested by the text 


within the overall game structure of the encounter. To contextualize 
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the text in this way can result in the informational dominance of 

the encounter being somewhat lessened since the structure will become 
more important. In the narrow application of R-situations, this will 
also result in a set of accepted exigences that the text is expected 
to address since they are known by the reader through his negotiated 
understanding of the structure of the text. While these accepted 
exigences have been created and bid by the text, if they are recognized 
and accepted by the reader for the duration of the encounter, they 
become accepted exigences since the reader will expect, for example, 
that Chapter 4 will address the accepted exigence of communication 
Situations. This seems readily apparent; for if the discussion in 
Chapter 2 were omitted from the text of this study, the encounter 

would obviously be a game encounter since the structure would be only 
loosely defined at best. Since one of the gambits bid by the text is, 
however, a ritualistic structure, if this gambit is accepted and used 
as a basis for contextualizing the rest of the study, it can become 
more ritualistic in nature within the context of the basic game episode 


of the text. 


summary 


In this chapter, the general description of communication situ- 
ations has been considered in regards to the particular realization 
of these situations as reading situations. This application has been 
considered primarily in terms of the reader confronting and contextual- 
izing a text, and the type of encounter that is realized as a reading 
situation has been understood to depend upon the intentions of the 


reader and the use that he makes of the text. While suggestions as 
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to the M, and M, of the text may be given in the text iself, the 
reader can choose to ignore these avowed intentions, or bids, and can 
contextualize for his own purposes. Such contextualizations will 
necessarily result in the reader obtaining different messages than if 
he were intent upon the M that he perceives the text to intend to 
communicate. 

By means of the consideration of particular texts, it has been 
suggested that the reading situation may be complex in nature since 
the reader may, in the course of reading, contextualize the text in 
different ways in order to obtain different messages. This suggests 
that the meaning that a reader obtains from a text may not be describ- 
able in terms of a simple message, but rather may be a complex of 
different messages that are obtained by means of different contextual- 
izations. The possibility of such different contextualizations has 
been seen to depend upon the background knowledge that the reader can 
utilize as foreground knowledge. While this knowledge is related in 
some ways to conceptual knowledge, it has been demonstrated that a 
consideration of the propositions embodied in a text is insufficient 
to account for the potential complexity of the meaning that a reader 
obtains, and the type of contextualization necessary in order to 
obtain this meaning. As a result, the comprehension of a written 
text must be considered to be relative to the intentions and knowledge 
of encounters that the reader has, and the way in which he utilizes 


this knowledge to negotiate an understanding of the text. 
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CHAPTER 6 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


The major implications of the general theoretical position 
developed in this study in regards to reading and the reader have been 
discussed in Chapter 5, where the nature of reading as meaningful com- 
munication was considered in some detail. Since these implications 
have already been discussed, the present chapter will first be con- 
cerned with giving a general summary of the study, then with dis- 
cussing the position developed in Chapters 3 through 5 in regards 
to the description of the study that was given in Chapter 2. After 
this, some potential difficulties and troublesome issues that arise 
from the present study will be examined, followed by some general 


indications of topics that merit further consideration. 


General Summary and Conclusions 


As discussed in Chapter 1, the present study has addressed not 
a set of specific research questions, but instead the topic of reading- 
as-communication, or the reader as the recipient of meaningful com- 
munication. This topic was examined first by establishing a view of 
language communication by means of a consideration of the theoretical 
approaches of Gricean meaning and speech acts. The examination of 
Gricean meaning yielded a description of meaningful communication that 
identified meaning as a result of the meaning intentions (M-intentions) 
with which the utterance was made. In order for an audience to under- 
stand or comprehend an utterer's meaning, it was suggested that the 


audience must recognize the M-intentions with which the utterance 
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was made. 


While meaningful communication was thus described in terms of 
some type of mutual understanding between the utterer and his audience 
in regards to the utterer's intentions, speech acts were then considered 
in order to focus more explicitly upon linguistic communication. Aus- 
tin's basic distinctions between constatives and performatives, and 
between locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts were con- 
sidered, resulting in a view of meaningful linguistic communication that 
was based not just upon the propositional content of the linguistic 
utterance but also upon the force with which the utterance was made, 
and what was done in and by making the utterance upon a particular 
Occasion. While Austin's account was questioned in regards to his 
distinction between locutionary and illocutionary acts, his basic 
description of a speech act was accepted. Searle's suggested modifi- 
cations were, however, also discussed; and one major benefit that was 
obtained from Searle's account was the description of the structure 
of an illocutionary act in terms of constitutive and regulative rules. 

As a result of the conjunction of the approaches of Gricean 
meaning and speech acts, a view of linguistic communication was obtained 
that described such communication in terms of an utterer's intentions, 
an audience's recognition of these intentions, and the intended meaning 
as composed of locutionary (or propositional), illocutionary, and 
perhaps perlocutionary aspects. An examination of the relationship 
between speech acts and Gricean meaning suggested that while the 
notion of speech acts gives a basic description oe some aspects of 
what could be meant by a linguistic utterance, it could not be con- 


cluded that this description exhausted what could be meant by a 
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linguistic utterance. In addition, it was noted that in both Gricean 
meaning and speech acts the state of affairs, or circumstances, in 
which the utterance is made is of fundamental importance in describing 
the meaning. What was to count as such a state of affairs was, how- 
ever, Only vaguely indicated by the two approaches; consequently, a 
notion of communication situations was developed in Chapter 4. 

The communication situation was defined in terms of three dif- 
ferent states of affairs: The first of: these states of affairs was 
described in terms of message communication. Messages were contrasted 
with signals, and considered to be meaningful in the sense discussed 
in Chapter 3. In order to account for the communication of messages, 
it was necessary to suggest that the participants in communication situ- 
ations have a mutual or intersubjective understanding that allows them 
to understand the acts performed by other participants. This inter- 
subjective understanding was understood to be the basis for what 
Schiffer discussed as mutual knowledge, and also as a possible basis 
for Grice's modes of correlation. 

The second state of affairs considered message communication in 
regards to the immediate situation in which the utterance is made. 

This state of affairs was described in terms of the rhetorical situation 
(R-situation) which is determined by the situational constraints, and 
the exigence that is addressed by a rhetorical utterance. This ad- 
dressed exigence was considered to be either created by the rhetor, 

or mutually known and accepted by the rhetor and the audience. 

The third state of affairs considered the first and second states 
of affairs in terms of an on-going situation that develops over time. 


This was described in terms of an encounter which is composed of one 
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Or more episodes. It was contended that participants in communication 
situations have background knowledge of how different types of trans- 
actions are conducted, and that this background knowledge is utilized 
in an encounter in order to establish a foreground knowledge of the 
immediate episode in which the participants are engaged. Such episodes 
are considered to be describable in terms of the restrictiveness of 
their structures and in terms of whether the episode is structurally, 
informationally, or relationally dominant. This foreground knowledge 
of the episode allows participants to contextualize specific rhetorical 
or expressive situations and to understand them in terms of an emergent 
ground (i.e., how the situation/episode has developed to a particular 
point in time) and a transcendent ground (i.e., how the episode would 
normally continue to develop). This type of foreground understanding 
was further discussed in terms of Schank & Abelson's notion of scripts 
and plans in order to indicate the flexibility of foreground or episodic 
knowledge. 

This description of the communication situation resulted in a 
general description of language communication, and thus indicated only 
in a general way how various aspects could be understood in terms of 
reading and the reader. The reader was, however, considered in more 
detail in Chapter 5, where the nature of reading situations was dis- 
cussed. The reader was considered to negotiate an understanding with 
a text in order to comprehend what he perceives to be the writer's 
intended message. This was discussed in terms of different ways in 
which a reader can contextualize a text, and resulted in a list of 
thirty-eight reading situations. The usefulness and applicability of 


this notion of reading situations was indicated by the discussion of 
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four different types of texts in regards to how a reader could nego- 
tiate an understanding with these texts. Thus, contrary to Kleinman & 
Schallert's (1978) claim that no situation exists in reading, the 
reading situation was seen to be an essential part of meaningful 
reading. 

In terms of the concept of reading-as-communication, then, the 
view that has been developed in this study is that this type of com- 
munication cannot be described simply in terms of a message which 
either has a definite impact, or is defined as inherent in a text. 
While the communication of signals can be discussed in this way, the 
communication of messages depends upon the intersubjective knowledge 
that the reader brings to an encounter with a text. Thus, the reader 
as the recipient of meaningful communication is, despite the connota- 
tions of the term "recipient," active in negotiating an understanding 
with the text which allows the reader to recognize the meaning of the 
text. Different negotiated contextualizations will, however, result 
in different messages being obtained by the reader; and the type of 
understanding that is negotiated by the reader will be dependent upon 
the nature of the text itself, the reader's intentions and purposes, 


and the reader's knowledge of written language encounter types. 


The Present Study as Theoretical Position 


In Chapter 2, the nature of theoretical positions was discussed 
in terms of the theoretical contexts in which they are constructed and 
in which they function; and the present study was described in terms 
of this general framework. A reconsideration of this description of 


the study in regards to what was actually accomplished in Chapters 3 


* 


CEs? vier 
\ 


anew eRe, 2 te icy 2 i, Onna 
hoe cel ais sindtigs ‘on ‘Beaten at, eliy ; | 
Lae (VA ord, 4 a: — ges ‘wae: saree Re : : 


alt ae 


PET 


7? 
' 


Ay fs 


¥ 
\ Ne ae 
A | J Ter 
" Vy 
ey 
4 
9) G 
j aye 
THAT ' 
Ti 
yy Sif 


ot itll ane 
‘ee al xe ‘2 


¥ re | 


ne sh ce gi Lalas YO eonuge 9 I 


‘cnet enh uk endl eo sruugrene mm: 8, sented 
wild ¥ 
ee we net ta tee ab wanton "jHaerqiona wae 
(ee itt Apel " by nelle id, bo. rgd 


ae otebw wk daw b Ate riven.) ec fete lseeed jhe 


¥y oct ein ale sdieelt wih ep injegien aetbedk seenuson.s Ja 


vd Od ep, Arlt mapa > a mivaen wht. ae aesaeg. av 


a. 


H v LF 
i hh! 


Sapeite yh eke rs foie ais, to 


ai ‘ be! 1 


an) ELL ei it ae Mama tepen sis sas 
era wen NA stews! ‘anus, edd, pers 

‘aa 
RACED pen al wt ttt, teed lioatieaal ahaeaait be 
oul sao ri os has de desea eet fy 


; " 


wa \ aL ihe :, i 


eh. 


ee ke, RW ay) vee 4gnee J apetentots: iota As eosaial 


sane (eerie a Tey ody, Hiren, snetsanet yond anne 
¢ \ ; oe 


nic gen iy ih i PO i’ sreamaixh dsvonee, am 


ie sieht Yn aay sad om, _ le 


258 


through 5 reveals certain difficulties with the description of theo- 
retical positions and possibly failures of the present study to meet 
the goals outlined in Chapter 2. 

In Chapter 2, it was claimed that the present study would in- 
volve a fourth order definition of the P-domain, resulting from the 
conjunction of theoretical positions from the philosophy of language, 
speech communication, cognitive science, and reading. It is, however, 
at least questionable as to whether or not the conjunction of these 
areas really resulted in a fourth order definition. This is due to 
the fact that while the philosophy of language and speech communication 
were conjoined in order to obtain a view of the communication situation 
in regards to meaningful linguistic communication, the positions from 
cognitive science that were used (i.e., Levin & Moore and Schank & 
Abelson) did not assume the same importance in formulating the final 
position of this study as did the other two areas. In fact, the 
function of these positions was primarily to clarify what had already 
been suggested by positions in speech communication; and while this 
clarification did result in a clearer and fuller theoretical position, 
it is doubtful that the field of cognitive science contributed directly 
to the elucidation of the P-domain. In the theoretical discussion in 
Chapter 2, however, different degrees of contribution were not con- 
sidered; and thus it is difficult to determine how the definition of 
the P-domain should be described for the present study. 

Similarly, it is questionable as to whether or not the P-domain 
was given a fourth order definition by the addition of the field of 
reading; for while application of the general theoretical position to 


reading was made in Chapter 5, this application could be considered 
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to be a special examination of the P-domain as defined by language 
communication rather than as the conjunction with another definitional 
paradigmatic position. In fact, since the application to reading in 
Chapter 5 was related directly to the discussion in Chapters 3 and 4 
rather than to some other paradigm, it would seem that this description 
might well be more accurate. This type of definition of the P-domain 
was not, however, discussed as a possibility in the general discussion 
of the nature of theoretical positions. 

A further difficulty arises in regards to the type of theo- 
retical position that was described in Chapter 2 as the outcome of 
the present study. It was suggested there that a theory of language 
communication would be evolved, and that an analog model of this theory 
would be presented; and while an informal theory was articulated in 
Chapters 3 and 4, this theory was the result of a synthesis of dif- 
ferent established positions from the philosophy of language, speech 
communication and cognitive science. This raises the question as to 
whether or not this theoretical position would not be better described 
as a theories/synthesized model position rather than as a theory/analog 
model position. In fact, the relationship between the synthesis of 
theories and the synthesized model, as discussed in Chapter 2, requires 
further elucidation; for a synthesis of theories may result not only 
in a synthesized model but in a synthesized theory; and it may be 
difficult, as in the present study, to determine whether the final 
theoretical position should be described as being dominant in terms 
of theory or model. 

It was also suggested in Chapter 2 that Chapter 5 would present 


a synthesized model of the reading situation, consisting of a tentative 
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list of reading situations. While this model was, in fact, given in 
Appendix I, the discussion in Chapter 5 described more than is given 
in these descriptions; and it would seem that it would thus be pos- 
sible to describe the position given in Chapter 5 as consisting of 
an informal theory and an analog model. This may, in fact, be more 


desirable since a synthesized model, as described in Chapter 2, is 


synthesized from different theories; and this was not what was actually 


done in Chapter 5, where the general position in regards to language 
communication was applied specifically to reading. 

A further question arises in regards to the distinction that 
was made in Chapter 2 between descriptive and explanatory comments 
upon a P-domain. While the type of comment that the present study was 
intended to give was not discussed in Chapter 2, this comment does not 
seem to be exclusively either descriptive or explanatory. This is 
due to the fact that the theoretical position of Chapters 3 and 4 is 
basically concerned with giving a description of what is involved in 
the P-domain of language communication; but this description also has 


various implications in regards to the mechanisms underlying the 


workings of language communication. Thus, it is difficult to determine 


whether this theoretical position should be considered to offer a 
description with implications for an explanation, or an explanation 
that is only partly articulated. Similarly, the position in Chapter 
5 in regards to reading situations seems to offer an appropriate 
description; but the discussion of readers' uses of these situations 
to contextualize texts in some ways resembles an explanation. 

While difficulties can thus be seen to result from considering 


the theoretical position of the present study in terms of the 
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description of theoretical positions in Chapter 2, these problems seem 
to arise from the fact that while clear distinctions can be made in an 
abstract discussion, it is difficult to maintain these distinctions 
when considering an actual position. The discrepancies that result 
can, however, serve as a basis for reconsidering the nature of theo- 
retical positions, and can give an indication of the clarification 
that an actual theoretical position could receive from further artic- 


ulation. 


Objections and General Problems 


While the difficulties discussed above arise when the present 
study is considered in terms of the description of theoretical positions 
that was given in Chapter 2, this is only one source of difficulties 
for the present study. These further difficulties can be considered 
both in terms of specific objections to the present study, and in terms 
of general problems or issues that arise from the theoretical position 
that has been described here. 

Objections to the Present Study 

The first objection that can be made to the present study is 
that the theoretical position that has been developed does not include 
specific bridge principles that can be used as a basis for empirical 
tests. While this is the case, it would seem that such bridges could 
be obtained from either the taxonomic description of communication 
situations given in Chapter 4, or from the list of reading situations 
given in Chapter 5; for both of these sources offer specific descrip- 
tions that could be tested. This is not to say that these models do 


not need further articulation, but they do provide initial points 


al 5 i 


ht tml. 

| ave inl aptthaad sy aetna . 
a wes i sme andi wil Yel sea gag 
ee ce Ha Need tive’ 


* apa MOR ae 
rial skit Land epccitaihed lan) wad dace atte, ht seb e219 
i ELT he A dee een ape Lao ad ef ¥ vere a 


he “ ipo» alge agit nds daha “altel ty) eect ei ) 
ti se (rd th. . woe vemetel at on one sana. cca a4 7 pc ps 
vw if 
Pa it tea * eit, ina ont ry diss-g0 sto diatact 
abil Reet cake om mer acres paRiteeg ianealas 
Spal” Sea asa et ha ere “bel venga fait nolan, apbiad Bt 
spiiints oleh ia. shane Head AS hanes 4 | eS aaa ph, abpii OER jet ie 
i , ‘ 
PED SG i aid Se cis in p vata oe rchitgs:2 atts awa mogtn pediesea 9d 
om a 
* Robpoy alt Wy Pita a wg anb't HOD) OT, Hy sesgnd, 0 ee svg atioRs \ ihm 
di jeety, They asses Aig EL a a Loh 20%) we ‘ye209 at, aide: 
Ey dee Spacey i alee ul Ni Sore ad “— Satna’ ba asad am eookd 7 { 
Lik bia ota ge eh aud | ps | | 
| a 
Ay uy y 


from which specific and testable bridges could be obtained. These 

two sources do not, however, exhaust the potential for empirical 
application of the position of the present study; for the general 
notions of negotiation and contextualization, and the specific struc- 
ture of reading and communication situations, have been described 

in sufficient detail to provide bases for further research. In short, 
while specific bridge principles have not been included here, it would 
seem that such principles are obtainable from the position as it has 
been described above. 

Another objection that can be made is that the theoretical 
position of this study seems to suggest that the meaning that a 
reader obtains from a text is relative only to his own intentions, 
purposes, and background knowledge. To contend that the reader can 
obtain any message he chooses would, however, deny that reading is 
communication since communication involves a mutuality, or mutual 
sharing, and the transmission of information. 

While it is evident that the position developed in this study 
is that the message obtained by the reader is in some ways relative, 
it has not been contended that there are no limits upon the scope of 
possible meanings. To say that the message that the reader obtains 
from a text is relative to the intentions of the reader and his back- 
ground knowledge is not to say that the communication situation is 
defined entirely by the way in which the reader contextualizes the 
text. While the constraints of texts have not been a major concern 
in the present study, it is evident from the discussion in Chapter 5 
that there are limits on the messages that a reader can obtain from 


a text. For example, a reader cannot obtain a message about birds 
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from McCarthy's Birds of America even if the reader chooses to contextu- 
alize the text as a message of this sort. In fact, unless the reader 
refuses to accept the shared meaning-context of the symbol system 
itself, there are basic limitations imposed by the text in regards 
to the possible messages that it offers. It can be concluded, then, 
that the text constrains the possible messages that can be obtained 
by the reader, although the nature of this type of constraint has 
not been investigated here. Within the context of this constraint, 
however, the reader has, as discussed in Chapter 5, a variety of pos- 
sible messages that are potentially available to him, depending upon 
his intentions and his background knowledge. 

Another objection that could be made to this description of 
the reader as the recipient of meaningful communication is that it 
ultimately focuses upon obvious and commonly acknowledged aspects of 
reading. While to a certain extent this is true, the value of the 
present account is not that the features discussed in terms of reading 
situations are novel; rather, the value and importance of this study 
are based upon the fact that such aspects as the dominance of the 
text in terms of structure, relation or information, and the genre 
of the encounter type (or the schema), are essential aspects of a 
reader's meaningful encounter with a text and not merely aspects that 
are somehow extraneous to the reading process. In the position that 
has been developed here, the reader's contextualization of a text 
can result in a reading situation that allows the reader to obtain or 
understand what he perceives to be the text's message. Thus, the type 
of encounter that the reader perceives the text to be bidding becomes 


an integral part of reading comprehension. In addition, by indicating 
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that such knowledge has an intersubjective function, and describing 
how it is used in understanding a text, the present study has sug- 
gested the type of description of genre-types that would be useful 
when considering these types in regards to reading comprehension. 
Thus, while the notions of schemata and genres are not in any way 
unique to the present study, what has been indicated here is how 
particular types of genre can be used by a reader in order to nego- 
tiate an understanding of a text; and this, of course, implies that 
genres should be described in regards to this function when they are 
considered in relation to meaningful reading. 

General Issues from the Present Study 

While the present study has presented a theoretical position 
in regards to meaningful communication, and the reader as the recip- 
ient of meaningful communication, there are various problems and issues 
that arise from the position that has been developed here. While these 
issues do not amount to specific objections to the present study, they 
do raise questions that merit further consideration. 

One of the major issues that requires further clarification is 
the relationship between the functional approaches to language that 
were discussed in Chapter 3 and formal aspects of language in order 
to consider how the formal features are related to the meaning of an 
utterance within the context in which it occurs. For example, as 
Fotion (1971) suggests, some utterances are intended to govern the 
type of utterances that follow, such as "Let's consider the next 
issue on the agenda." Fotion terms such utterances Master speech 
acts since they are intended to control the speech acts that follow; 


and as is readily evident, such utterances are bids to initiate 
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particular types of episodes. The question, then, concerns the con- 
ventional procedures for carrying out particular types of acts. There 
are also, as Okby (1972) suggests, various Organizational cues that 
can be understood to serve the same function of developing or invoking 
various episodic or situational structures. This issue amounts, of 
course, to inquiring into the conventional methods, or cues, that are 
available to a writer to bid various written language episodes; and 
it follows that such cues will aid a reader in obtaining the M-intended 
message of the text by allowing him to correlate these formal features 
to what would normally be intended by the use of such a cue. Before 
this can be tested effectively, however, it is necessary that these 
conventional cues be described and related to the function they would 
normally have in terms of episodic or situational structure. 
Associated with this problem is the difficulty that was noted 
in Chapter 4 in regards to what is to count as an utterance in extended 
discourse. While both a broad and a narrow application have been sug- 
gested for Gricean meaning and speech acts, it has not been clearly 
indicated what the units of a narrow application should be. Wallace 
(1970) suggests that the speech act, and more particularly the illocu- 
tionary act, should function as such a unit; but this can cause dif- 
ficulties since it is often the case in extended discourse that acts 
with similar forces will be combined so that the boundaries between 
them become unclear. Similarly, a difficulty arises since it is some- 
times the case in extended discourse that all (or nearly all) of the 
utterances could be described in terms of an illocutionary act of 
"reporting" or "stating." To describe a set of acts in terms of a 


single force seems, however, somewhat useless since it is only by 
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means Of distinctions between acts that a narrow application becomes 
useful. 

While there does not seem to be a simple means of avoiding this 
difficulty, Searle's notion of illocutionary continua suggests that the 
points marked off by illocutionary terms may be better understood as 
a range of such points. For example, it could be contended that the 
illocutionary act of "stating" marks off a range of points on the 
illocutionary continuum such that it would be possible to distinguish 
more specific points within this range (e.g., stating), stating., 
stating,, etc.). This permits the possibility of refining the illocu- 
tionary descriptions so that a more useful description of specific 
illocutionary acts could be obtained. What these distinctions would 
be, and how they could be used to describe the constitutive acts of 
extended discourse, requires further clarification before they can 
be meaningfully employed. 

In addition to this problem in determining the units that 
should represent the narrow application, further clarification is 
needed in the relationship between the narrow application and the broad 
application of the theoretical positions of Gricean meaning and speech 
acts. To bridge this gap requires, of course, a further examination 
of the communication situation and the nature of communication itself; 
but it can be suggested that one possible bridge may be Schank's 
(1977) "description of topics. This level is described by Schank in 
terms of rules that in some ways resemble Grice's implicatures; but 
these rules are written in terms of interactive situations, and would 
need to be modified in order to apply to extended discourse. A con- 


sideration of the evolving topic of discourse would, however, be one 
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means Of relating the narrow application to the broad application by 
means Of an intermediate level, although how these three levels could 
actually be related is not entirely clear. 

Another area that requires further consideration concerns the 
description of the communication situation that was given in Chapter 
4. As noted there, the communication situation is too complex to be 
exhausted by a single description; and the present study has focused 
only upon a few important aspects. Thus, little mention has been made 
of, for example, the role relations between the different participants; 
and consequently the role relations between the reader and text could 
not be discussed. While these roles would, of course, be specified 
by the structure of the episode, this is an aspect that merits further 
consideration in its own right; for a description of evolving com- 
munication situations could be given in terms of the changing roles 
of the participants. Roles are, however, only one further aspect; 
and there is no reason to believe that this feature, in conjunction 
with the aspects discussed in the present study, would provide a 
complete description of the communication situation. 


Another issue that needs clarification and elucidation is the 


nature of expressive situations. While these situations were discussed 


in a general way in contrast to rhetorical situations, they were dis- 
cussed only in general terms. Also, if a situation is considered to 
be expressive in nature, it is not clear how this changes or alters 
the way in which the episodic structure should be understood; for 


while the structure may seem to be the same for both an expressive 


and a rhetorical situation, some differences would seem to be necessary 


in order to account for the difference in function. 
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It is also notable that the usefulness of general communication 
situations is not limited to the application to reading situations 
that has been the focus here. Communication situations would seem 
to offer insights both in terms of the reading of texts that deal with 
Or report such situations (e.g., narratives that include interactive 
communication between characters in a story), and also has application 
to the instructional situation, which is also interactive in nature. 
It is not, however, clear that the specific description given in this 
study is adequate or appropriate for these other applications. 

While the reader's contextualization of a text was discussed 
in Chapter 5, this discussion did not elucidate the processes involved 
in the reader's negotiation of a context. Although it was indicated 
that the reader's intentions and background knowledge are of importance, 
how a reader actually goes about contextualizing a text is an issue 
that was beyond the scope of this study and thus requires further 
Srarification. 

Finally, even though some suggestions were made in Chapter 5 in 
regards to the description of reading encounters, this discussion was 
too general to give more than an indication of how these encounters 
should be described. Full descriptions of specific reading encounters 
would need to include not only what Schank & Abelson term scripts, 
but also various concatenations of D-goals and the contents of 
particular planboxes. An attempt to describe a particular type of 
reading situation would, however, probably raise some of the questions 
suggested above in regards to language communication. While it is 
difficult to speculate upon what a complete description of a specific 


reading situation would be like, it can be suggested that both Schank 
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& Abelson's scripts and Searle's constitutive illocutionary rules 
(see Appendix H) provide at least tentative models. 

Despite the problems suggested above, the present study has 
presented both a basic view of language communication and a description 
of the reader as the recipient of meaningful communication. While the 
theoretical position presented here may require modification as other 
issues are considered, it does provide a basis for raising such issues 


and investigating further the communicative aspects of reading. 


Topics for Further Consideration 


While the issues and difficulties discussed above result from 
the lack of articulation that has been given to the position of the 
present study, other issues result from the fact that this position 
is limited in the scope that it covers. Such issues cannot, con- 
sequently, be profitably considered in terms of the position of this 
study even though they do arise from a consideration of this position. 

The first of these issues or topics concerns the view of 
language that has been described here. While the purpose of this 
study was to present a functional view of language by means of a 
discussion of Gricean meaning and speech acts, it is evident that a 
fuller functional view still needs to be developed. This is due to 
the fact that, as discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, while Gricean meaning 
Can account for what is necessary for an utterer to mean something, 
what is actually meant is described only in a very general way. Sim- 
ilarly, as Austin points out, the functions and uses of language lie 
beyond the scope of speech acts and illocutionary forces. Thus, there 


exists a wide gap between the functional view of Gricean meaning and 
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the view of speech acts; and a much fuller articulation of a functional 
description of language needs to be developed to fill this gap. 

A second issue that arises from the present study involves the 
way in which intersubjectivity and intersubjective knowledge have 
been understood. While this study has been concerned with a particular 
type of knowledge that individuals have which allows them to distinguish 
acts, it must be recognized that there are other types of knowledge 
(e.g., conceptual knowledge, and knowledge of symbol systems and their 
functions) that have not been included in the type of knowledge that 
was considered here. Such knowledge is also background knowledge that 
can be mutually known in communication situations, and can provide 
a basis for the utterer's M-intentions and the audience's recognition 
of the intended message. What these other types of background know- 
ledge are, and how they should be described and related to what has 
here been described as intersubjective knowledge, is an issue that 
lies beyond the scope of the position of the present study. 

Another topic of concern that arises from, but is beyond the 
scope of, the present study involves the goals that an utterer intends 
to accomplish by means of his plan in a communication situation. What 
has been of concern here has been the utterer's intentions in regards 
to instantiating and developing a communication situation, but such 
intentions must be understood to be in some sense instrumental; for 
what is important to an individual is not that particular episodes 
are established, but that goals are attained. This is, of course, 
only to note that structured communication situations are not ends 
in themselves, but serve particular functions in terms of the goals 


and plans of the participants. What is accomplished by means of 
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particular types of communication situations, in terms of both the 
utterer and the audience, is, however, a topic that lies beyond the 
scope of the position of this study. 

Related to this topic is the general problem of meaning and 
meaningful communication. While the question of meaning has been 
discussed here in terms of Grice's definition of meaning, as pointed 
out in Chapter 3 this type of meaning does not exhaust the notion of 
meaning. That there is a sense of "meaning" beyond the scope of what 
has been discussed here is readily apparent when it is considered 
that a reader can understand the meaning of a text, yet can claim 
that the experience of reading the text and obtaining this meaning 
was not, in itself, meaningful. Thus, it seems that a further con- 
sideration of meaningful reading, and reading for meaning, is necessary 
since the discussion of meaning here has dealt with only one aspect 


of this important but neglected topic. 
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APPENDIX A 


DEFINITIONS OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Since the various abbreviations that are used in this study 


are not necessarily of the most important terms that are used, no 


attempt is made here to define the terms for which the abbreviations 


stand. Instead, only the full term, and the chapter in which it is 


first used and explained, is given since a full definition would, in 


some cases, imply a greater significance for the term than it has in 


the study itself. 


D-goals: 


D/p: 


D-situation: 


Bes 
a 


"Audience." (Chapter 3) 

"Mode of correlation." (Chapter 3) 

To "do something." (Chapter 3) 

"Informationally dominant" episode. (Term introduced, 
Chapter 4; abbreviation, Chapter 5) 

"Relationally dominant" episode. (Term introduced, 
Chapter 4; abbreviation, Chapter 5) 

"Structurally dominant" episode. (Term introduced, 
Chapter 4; abbreviation, Chapter 5) 

"Delta goals." (Chapter 4) 

To "do something (D) for particular reasons (p)." 
(Chapter 3) 

"Developmental situation." (Chapter 4) 


"Accepted exigence." (Term introduced, Chapter 4; 


abbreviation, Chapter 5) 
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M-intentions: 


P-domain: 


P/p(t): 
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"Created exigence." (Term introduced, Chapter 4; 
abbreviation, Chapter 5) 

"Expressive" (versus rhetorical) intention. (Term 
introduced, Chapter 4; abbreviation, Chapter 5) 
"Illocutionary force." (Chapter 4) 

"No message" as perceived by a reader of a text. (Chap- 
ter 5) 

"Message of the text." (Chapter 5) 

"Message of the writer." (Chapter 5) 

"Non-natural meaning." (Chapter 3) 

The complex set of "meaning-intentions" that an utterer 
must have in order to mean something by an utterance. 


(Chapter 3) 


“This symbol is used to represent what is actually meant 


by an utterer. (Chapter 3) 

"Reasons" in Schiffer's account, and "propositional 
content" in Searle's. (Chapter 3) 

"Phenomenal domain." (Chapter 2) 

To be read as “the belief that P, for the truth- 
supporting reasons p." (Chapter 3) 

This symbol stands for what is mutually known by two or 
more individuals. (Chapter 3) 

"Relationship." (Chapter 3) 

"Response. (Chapter 3} 


"Reader intends to understand the message" of a text. 


(Chapter 5) 
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R-situation: 


RH: 


SA: 


"Reader does not intend to understand the message" of 
amLext © (Chapter 5) 

"Rhetorical situation." (Chapter 4) 

"Rhetorical." (Chapter 5) 

"State of affairs" as defined by Schiffer (Chapter 3) 
and interpreted in terms of communication situations 
(Chapter 4) as SA-1, SA-2, and SA-3. 
"Truth-supporting." (Chapter 3) 

"Theoretical position." (Chapter 2) 


*Woterers"»w(Chapter 3) 


This symbol is used to represent the actual "utterance" 


that is made by an utterer. (Chapter 3) 
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APPENDIX B 


THE MEANING OF LANGUAGE VERSUS UTTERANCE MEANING 


The basic approach of the Gricean account of meaning has been 
challenged by Ziff (1967), who has charged that such an intentional 
account of meaning does not reflect the facts about language. His 
argument centers upon the contention that the fundamental meaning of 
a linguistic utterance does not depend upon the intentions of the 
utterer, but rather is dependent upon the meaning that the terms (or 
sentences) have in the language. As Ziff states: 

The syntactic and semantic structure of any natural language 

is essentially recursive in character. What any given sen- 

tence means depends on what (various) other sentences in the 

language mean. (Ds a) 

Thus, Ziff argues that there is a linguistic meaning that is independent 
of actual utterances upon particular occasions, and is therefore some- 
thing other than what an utterance means upon such occasions. 

As an example of this distinction, Ziff notes that when a person 
is in a deep coma he may utter a coherent sentence such as "Claudius 
murdered my father." While it would seem that the utterer, being in 
a coma, did not have the appropriate intentions for meaning anything 
in the sense that Grice suggests, yet the sentence, as uttered, does 
have a meaning that can be recognized by an audience. If sentences 
are to be considered to have such meanings regardless of the occasions 
of their utterance, Ziff argues, then, the Gricean account is not an 
account of the meaning of language at all, but is, rather, an account 
of the use of a sentence, or the use of language; and this he considers 
to be different from the meaning of language proper. 


The difference between Ziff's and Grice's views can be understood 
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to reflect a disagreement as to whether linguistic meaning should be 
understood in terms of sentence types, or in terms of sentence tokens. 
Sentence types can be understood to be sentences that exist; or 
potentially exist, in a language, independent of the actual utterance 
of that sentence upon a particular occasion. A token of that sentence 
type is the utterance of a token of a particular type upon a particular 
occasion. Thus, there is only one sentence type for "That table is 
wobbly"; yet tokens of that type can be uttered upon many different 
occasions, to refer to different tables and different degrees of 
wobbliness. Ziff seems to be arguing that an account of linguistic 
meaning must be based upon the meaning of sentence types, while Grice 
seems to be suggesting that linguistic meaning is based upon sentence 
tokens since his account describes the utterance of tokens upon par- 
ticular occasions. What has not been explained in the early Grice 
account is how sentence types can be meaningful, as in Ziff's example 
of a man in a coma. 

This question can be understood to be of fundamental importance 
for an intentional theory of meaning such as Grice's; for what Ziff is 
suggesting is that in order to account for linguistic meaning, it is 
necessary to consider as fundamental the formal properties of the 
utterance. Only after this is done are the situational considerations 
meaningful. If this is, in fact, the case, then linguistic meaning 
is not accounted for by the early Grice account since no attention is 
paid to these formal properties. 

Grice (1968) has responded to this particular type of argument 
by suggesting that while there is often a difference between the meaning 


of utterance types and utterance tokens, the difficulty that arises 
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results from the mistake of considering the meaning of types to be 
fundamentally different from the meaning of tokens. The type/token 
distinction is described by Grice in terms of occasion-meaning and 
utterance-type, the former dealing with what is meant by an utterance 
upon a particular occasion and the latter dealing with the meaning of 
a type. The meaning of an utterance-type can be understood to be the 
timeless meaning, or what one would normally mean by an utterance of 

a token of this type. The meaning of a token of an utterance-type, 
when uttered upon a particular occasion, is the applied timeless meaning 
of the utterance-type and may differ from what would normally be meant 
by the utterance. Thus, what is normally meant by an utterance-type 
may not be exactly what is meant by a token of that utterance-type 
upon a particular occasion since the occasion may demand a different 
meaning. 

According to Grice, then, utterance-types are not fundamental in 
the way that Ziff seems to suggest, but rather result from the occasion- 
meanings of utterances of tokens of these types. In Ziff's example 
of the man in a coma who utters "Claudius murdered my father," Grice 
would contend that while the man did not mean anything by the utterance 
since he did not have the appropriate intentions, the audience could 
still recognize that his utterance had a timeless meaning as a result 
of being a token of an utterance-type, and consequently could construe 
it as meaningful in terms of what would normally be meant if the 
utterer were awake, mentally sound, and had the appropriate intentions. 
For the audience, then, the utterance could mean something in the sense 
that its timeless meaning, or what would normally be meant by the 


utterance, could be recognized even though the utterer did not mean 
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anything by his utterance upon that particular occasion. 

In terms of the conditions of the early Grice account, given 
above as Definition 1, it is not readily apparent how the timeless 
utterance-type meaning functions in a case of occasion meaning since 
the conditions are not detailed enough to indicate this. It would 
seem, however, that when an utterance-type is uttered, the recognition 
of this utterance-type and its normal meaning would function as a part 
of the means by which the utterer intends to produce a response (belief) 
in his audience, and would therefore be a part of the utterer's first 
intention. How this is to function is not, however, entirely clear; 
for it is not apparent how the timeless meaning becomes applied in 
terms of the occasion meaning, especially when the timeless meaning 
differs significantly from the meaning intended by the utterer. 

This potential problem has been noted by Searle (1969), who 
contends that the early Grice description is not sufficient since 
counter-examples can be proposed which meet the conditions but which 
would not be considered cases of meaning. In the type of counter- 
example proposed by Searle, the timeless meaning of the utterance 
seems to conflict with the occasion meaning that the utterer intends. 
As an example of this type of counter-example, Searle suggests the 
following: 

During World War II, an American soldier (U) has parachuted 

behind enemy lines and is captured by Italian soldiers (A). 

U would like to make A believe that he is a German officer. 

Unfortunately, U does not know Italian, and the only German 

he knows is a line from a German poem he learned in school. 

Hoping that A does not understand German, U utters the sen- 


tence 'Kennst du das Land, wo die Zitronen bltihen?' intending 
to deceive A into thinking that he has said ‘I am a German 


SoLlaier.’ 


Searle explains this counter-example as follows: 
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But does it follow from this account that when I say, Kennst 

au das land... . etc., what I mean 1S, oh aMece German soldier"? 

Not only does it not follow, but in this case I find myself 

disinclined to say that when I utter the German sentence what 

I mean is "I am a German soldier", or even "Ich bin ein deutscher 

Soldat", because what the words mean and what I remember that 

they mean is "Knowest thou the land where the lemon trees bloom?" 

(pp. 44-45) 

The problem, then, is that since U knows the timeless meaning of the 
utterance he cannot have the appropriate intentions to have it mean 
that he is a German soldier. Thus, it is not enough, according to 
Searle, for U to have the appropriate intentions; for he must also utter 
an appropriate token in order to have these intentions. 

Grice (1969) has responded to this counter-example by suggesting 
that what Searle has proposed is not really a counter-example at all. 
Instead he suggests that Searle has ascribed impossible, or highly 
improbable, intentions to this utterer. He notes that in this instance 
U cannot intend to produce a response in his audience by means of the 
timeless meaning of the utterance since it is essential to his intentions 
that the audience not know the timeless meaning. Thus, the utterer in 
Searle's example is not intending that the timeless meaning of the 
German sentence function as a part of his audience's reason for coming 
to the appropriate belief; and the timeless meaning is therefore un- 
important unless, perhaps, the Italians happen to understand German. 
According to Grice, then, Searle has misstated the American soldier's 
intentions; for given the situation, the soldier could intend to produce 
the belief that he is a German soldier, but could not intend to produce 
this belief by virtue of the meaning of the German words that he has 
uttered. 


The problem here is, of course, still the problem of timeless 


meaning and occasion meaning; and Grice suggests a further example to 
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demonstrate his point that the timeless meaning does not have to be 
appropriate, or even correct, for the utterer to mean something by his 


utterance: 


I have been listening to a French lesson being given to the 
small daughter of a friend. I noticed that she thinks that a 
certain sentence in French means "Help yourself to a piece of 
cake," though in fact it means something quite different. When 
there is some cake in the vicinity, I address to her this French 
sentence, and as I intended, she helps herself. I intended 

her to think (and to think I intended her to think) that the 
sentence uttered by me meant "Help yourself to some cake"; and 
I would say that the fact that the sentence meant, and was 
known by me to mean something quite different is no obstacle 

to my having meant something by my utterance (namely, that she 
was to have some cake). (pp. 162-163) 


Thus, the timeless meaning of an utterance-type can, according to 
Grice, be used to mean something that is quite different from what 


would normally be meant by an utterance of this type. 
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APPENDIX C 


OBJECTIONS TO THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE EARLY GRICE ACCOUNT 


One type of argument that has been urged against the early 
Grice account concerns the sufficiency of this account in regards 
to cases involving a particular type of deception. The description 
and explanation of specific examples of this type of deception can 
become exceedingly complex, but such cases are not trivial since they 
Suggest a basic deficiency in Grice's original formulation. 

The first of these counter-examples was suggested by Strawson 
(1964), who presented only the general form of the counter-example. 
This form has, however, been given a concrete realization by Schiffer 
(1972), who has also contributed two further counter-examples along 
the same lines. In Schiffer's terms, then, Strawson's original counter- 
example can be given as Follows st? 


U wants to get A to believe that the house A is thinking of 
buying is rat-infested. U decides to bring about this belief 
in A by taking into the house and letting loose a big fat 
sewer rat. For U has the following scheme. He knows A is 
watching him and knows that A believes that U is unaware that 
he, A, 2s watching him. It is'U"s intention that A skould 
(wrongly) infer from the fact that U let the rat loose that 

U did so with the intention that A should arrive at the house, 
see the rat, and, taking the rat as "natural evidence", infer 
therefrom that the house is rat-infested. U further intends 
A to realize that given the nature of the rat's arrival, the 
existence of the rat cannot be taken as genuine or natural 
evidence that the house is rat-infested; but U knows that A 
will believe that U would not so contrive to get A to believe 
the house is rat-infested unless U had very good reasons for 
thinking that it was, and so U expects and intends A to infer 


i schiffer uses the terms "Speaker" (S) for what has, thus far, 
been termed the "utterer" (U). In order to avoid confusion, and to 
avoid the oral language implications of the term "speaker," U has been 
substituted for S$ throughout Schiffer's account, both here and else- 


where in the present study. 
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that the house is rat-infested from the fact that U is let- 

ting the rat loose with the intention of getting A to believe 

that the house is rat-infested. (pp. 17-18) 
While this counter-example may seem, at first reading, extremely 
artificial, further consideration suggests that there is nothing un- 
natural about it, and that if it were to occur in the normal course of 
events, A would be able to understand the situation without undue 
difficulty. Despite the fact that A would probably be able to recog- 
nize what U intended him to believe, there is general agreement that 
it would be incorrect to say that, in this case, U meant something by 
letting the rat loose (Grice, 1969; Schiffer, 1972; Strawson, 1964). 
The reason why this example fails as a case of meaning is that U 
intends to deceive A in regards to his intentions, and expects A to 
come to the belief that U thinks the house is rat-infested not by 
recognizing U's intention in letting the rat loose, but through a 
process of rational inferencing that is not entirely correct. Thus, 
One would not wish to say that U meant that the house was rat-infested 
by letting the rat loose, but rather that by letting the rat loose in 
a particular situation, U intended A to reason in a particular way 
and draw a particular conclusion. This becomes more apparent when 
this situation is contrasted to the case where U confronts A and 
openly lets the rat loose, knowing that A knows that U knows that A 
knows that U is letting the rat loose with a particular set of inten- 
tions. In such a case, it would be appropriate to say that U meant 
something by letting the rat loose. In the counter-example, however, 
U seems to be intending the rat to be a natural sign, and seems to 
expect A to draw inferences which do not involve A's recognition of 


all of U's relevant intentions. Thus, the difficulty is that U is 
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deceiving A as to his intentions. It is important to note, however, 
that this is a particular type of deception and differs from the case 
in which a used-car salesman, for example, tells a prospective customer 
that a defective car is in excellent mechanical condition. In such a 
case, the salesman is deceiving the customer, but in a different way 
than the utterer in the "sewer rat" example is deceiving his audience; 
and it seems evident that the used-car salesman means something by his 
utterance since his intention to deceive is not a part of the intentions 
he holds in meaning something. 
That the "Sewer rat" counter-example is a genuine counter- 
example is readily demonstrated by considering it in terms of Definition 
i : oe : 
i When stated in terms of these conditions, the contention that U 
meant something by letting the rat loose can be given as follows: 
U meant that the house was rat-infested by letting the rat go 
if and only if U intends: 
(1) to produce, by letting the rat go, the belief in A that 
the house is rat-infested, 
(2) that A recognize that U intends to produce, by letting 
the rat go, the belief in A that the house is rat-infested, 
(3) that A's recognition of U's intention to produce, by letting 
the rat go, the belief in A that the house is rat-infested, 
is at least part of A's reason for believing that the house 
is rat-infested. 
Since U's letting the rat loose is not a case that one would want to 
say was a case of meaning something, the fact that it meets the con- 
ditions for meaning something demonstrates that the conditions are not 


sufficient to exclude all cases of non-meaning,_- Since the reason 


that the "sewer rat" example is not a case of meaning is that the 


1 the same demonstration could, of course, be made with Def- 
inition 2. Since Definition 1 is simpler, and since the revisions 
of Definition 2 are not of importance here, Definition 1 is used to 
avoid unnecessary complexity in what is already a complex description. 
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utterer intends to deceive his audience about his intentions, the way 
to rule out such a case of non-meaning is, as suggested by Strawson, 
to add an additional condition to the definition that specifies that 
the utterer must intend the audience to recognize his other intentions. 
This can be added to Definition 1 as U's fourth intention: 
(4) that A recognize U's intention (2). 
In terms of the "Sewer rat" example, this additional intention would 
be: 
*(4) that A recognize that U intends that A recognize that U 
intends to produce, by letting the rat go, the belief 
in A that the house is rat-infested. 
Since this is exactly what U does not intend, this condition has been 
Starred to indicate that the example does not succeed in meeting this 
fourth condition, and is consequently excluded as a case of meaning. 
If the "sewer rat" were the last counter-example of this type 
that could be devised, this revised set of conditions would be suf- 
ficient to define cases of meaning. While Strawson reported his doubts 
about the sufficiency of even this condition, Schiffer has succeeded 
in devising further counter-examples which, like the "sewer rat," meet 
the conditions--in this case, the revised conditions--but which are 
also not cases of meaning since U intends to deceive A about his 
intentions. Schiffer reports his first counter-example as follows: 
U, who has a hideous singing voice, intends . . . to bring 
about A's leaving the room by singing "Moon Over Miami". 
Further, U intends... that A should recognize that U is” 
singing "Moon Over Miami" and infer therefrom that U is doing 
this with the intention .. . of getting A to leave the room, 
and U also intends ... that A recognize U's intention... 
that A recognize U's intention to get A to leave the room 


(for U wishes to show his disdain for A's being in the room). 
Now U intends that A will believe that U plans to get rid of 

A by means of U's repulsive singing, but U expects and intends 
. . . that A's reason for leaving the room will in fact be 

A's recognition of U's intention . . . to get him to leave 
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the room. In other words, while A is intended to think that 
U intends to get rid of A by means of the repulsive singing, 


A is really intended to have as his reason for leaving the 
fact that U wants him to leave. (pp. 18-19) 
In this example, U is again deceiving A by having one more intention 
than he expects A to recognize. As with the "sewer rat," one would 
not want to say that U meant that A was to leave the room by his 
Singing of "Moon Over Miami" since he does not intend to produce this 
response by means of A's recognition of his intentions, but rather as 
a result of his deception of A in regards to these intentions. This 
example is also interesting in that, unlike the "sewer rat," U's 
utterance is at least marginally linguistic in nature, thus suggesting 
that such cases of deception are not peculiar to non-linguistic meaning. 
If it were objected that the repulsive singing is not really linguistic, 
U's reciting a patriotic speech in a sarcastic tone could be substituted, 
where U knows that A is extremely, and perhaps fanatically patriotic. 
That this is, like the "Sewer rat," a genuine counter-example 
can be demonstrated by stating it in terms of the revised conditions 
om Definition 1, as follows: 
U meant that A was to leave the room by singing "Moon Over 
Miami" if and only if U intends: 
(1) to produce, by his singing, A's leaving the room, 
(2) that A recognize that U intends to produce, by his singing, 
A's leaving the room, 
(3) that A's recognition of the fact that U intends to produce, 
by his singing, A's leaving the room shall be at least 
part of A's reason for leaving the room, 
(4) that A recognize that U intends A to recognize that U 
intends to produce, by his singing, A's leaving the room. 
Thus, U's singing "Moon Over Miami" meets the conditions that excluded 
the "sewer rat" example even though it is not what one would want to 


consider a case of meaning. As with the sewer rat, the way to rule 


out such a case is to add another condition such that U must also 
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intend: 
(5) that A recognize U's intention (3). 
This results in the following realization of this condition for U's 
singing "Moon Over Miami," where U must now intend: 
*(5) that A recognize that U intends that A's recognition of 

the fact that U intends to produce, by his Singing, A's 

leaving the room shall be at least part of A's reason for 

leaving the room. 
This is, however, exactly what U does not intend; and thus the counter- 
example is excluded as a case of meaning, and the conditions again 
appear to be sufficient for distinguishing cases of meaning from cases 
of non-meaning. 

This appearance of sufficiency is, however, again deceptive, 

at least according to Schiffer. Schiffer suggests that a further 
counter-example can be produced which succeeds in meeting the five 
conditions stated thus far, but which is not a case of meaning. Such 
a case can be established, he suggests, by considering a situation 
such that after U has succeeded in duping A as in the "Moon Over Miami" 
example, A meets a third person, C, who knows how U deceived A by 
singing "Moon Over Miami." C explains to A how this deception was 
carried out; and later, when A is again visiting U, U again desires A 
to leave the room. But U is also aware that C has explained to A how 
the previous deception was carried out. As with the previous two 
examples, the description and explanation of this counter-example is 
complex; and for the present purposes it is only necessary to note 
that a further such counter-example can be constructed, and would be 
resolved in the same way: by adding a further condition to the def- 
inition. In fact, as Schiffer suggests, "in principle we could keep 
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us to add a condition of the above nature" (p. 23). Thus, it would be 
at least theoretically possible to continue constructing counter- 
examples of this type since it would always be possible to construct 
further situations in which U had one more intention than he intended 

A to recognize. This, in turn, leads to an indefinite number of con- 
ditions in the description of what U must intend in order to mean some- 
thing, which in turn suggests that in order to mean something, U must 
have an indefinite number of meaning intentions. To allow an indefinite 
number of M-intentions, however, is to admit that it would be impossible 


to give an account of meaning which would rule out cases of non-meaning. 
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APPENDIX D 


A FURTHER DISCUSSION OF MUTUAL KNOWLEDGE 


That mutual knowledge is an important and functional part of 
participants' knowledge of situations has been demonstrated by Radford 
(1969) in an example of how this type of knowledge can develop and be- 
come important in understanding a situation. In Radford's example, 
Adrian (A) is having an affair with Beatrice (B), but they do not tell 
their friend Celia (C) who lives next door. C, however, discovers what 
is going on, but does not tell A or B. C does, however, keep a diary 
in which she records that she knows that A and B are having an affair. 
Without C knowing it, A and B read the diary and thus find out that C 
knows. The walls between the apartments are thin, and C overhears A 
and B discussing the fact that she knows about their affair. Thus, C 
knows that both A and B know that C knows that A and B are having an 
affair; and as Radford notes: 

Theoretically, it would seem that the series could develop 

indefinitely, though death or loss of interest would stop it 

developing, and an understandable confusion on the part of 
either or both parties as to where he or the other is at may 
deform or blur the complex but regular structure of the later 

Giruacrons.. «(pe 327) 

Furthermore, Radford contends that if any of the participants tell the 
others what they know, the whole situation collapses since the situ- 
ation becomes explicit and open. This is not, however, to say that the 
mutual knowings have disappeared, or have ceased to be important; for 
when the mutual knowledge has been made explicit, this knowledge becomes 
more orderly since there is no longer a limit on the knowings of any 


of the participants. Until the situation is made explicit, the mutual 


knowings of the participants cannot be continued indefinitely, and 
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consequently what is specifically known by each participant is of 
importance; but as soon as the situation is explicit, it is enough 
that the knowings could be continued indefinitely; and the specific 
level of knowing is no longer of the same importance. 

When the mutual knowledge of a situation is made explicit, 
however, this does not mean that the situation is Simple; for as 
Radford suggests, even a simple situation will have, underlying it, 

a complex structure of mutual knowledge. Thus, when Celia tells 
Adrian and Beatrice that she knows about their affair, there is still 

a complex structure of mutual knowledge underlying the situation; but 
Since Adrian and Beatrice know that Celia knows, and know that Celia 
knows that they know, etc., there is no deception and no limit on the 
mutual knowledge so that the precise level of knowings is no longer 

of importance. In such explicit cases, Radford suggests, the iteration 
of what each participant knows is there in potential, although it may 
not be explicitly known or realized by the participants themselves. 
Thus, there seems to be a possible distinction between what each 
participant implicitly (potentially) knows about the situation and 
about what the other participants know, and what each participant 
explicitly knows. In order to account for how the implicit knowledge 
is made accessible, Heal (1978) suggests that as a preparatory con- 
dition it is necessary that each participant have a reasoning ability, 
and that this reasoning ability allows each participant to make explicit 


as much of the implicit knowledge as is desirable or necessary. 
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APPENDIX E 


SCHIFFER'S SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER MODIFICATIONS 
TO GRICE'S ACCOUNT OF MEANING 


While Schiffer (1972) contends that mutual knowledge of the 
state of affairs is really sufficient for ruling out the type of 
counter-example that Searle suggests (see Appendix B), he admits that 
this aspect should be made more explicit by stating that the response, 
x, must be achieved at least in part by virtue of A's belief that the 
utterance, x, is related in some way, R, to the appropriate response. 
The second and third conditions of Definition 4 can then be combined 
into a single condition, as follows: 

(2-3) Satisfaction of (1) to be achieved, at least in part, 

by virtue of A's belief that x is related in a certain 
Way R’ to or. 
This is, however, only another way of expressing Grice's suggestion 
that the features of an utterance should be correlated in some way with 
the intended response, and thus does not differ significantly from the 
later Grice account. 

In addition to this modification to Grice's account, Schiffer 
also suggests that a closer examination is needed of the nature of the 
response that the utterer intends to produce in his audience. According 
to Grice, this response can be explained in terms of a belief in A that 
is produced (Grice, 1957), or by a belief in A that U believes what he 
means (Grice, 1968). According to Schiffer, the production of a certain 
belief is, however, restricted to declarative utterances; and for im- 
peratives and interrogatives this must be understood in terms of what 
U wants A to do. Thus, it is necessary to distinguish these two dif- 


ferent types of cases and to create separate but parallel conditions 


302 


wih he site nwand. dnuavin i 


i mi? fh a wisn a fratottlon Yes 2t atteeee 


ver ‘ad, ile: éthuioat wee 


sr QS 


ake) | id 


aAeaiy wy De 


foepenl IR 


ah lk Rai Raa eh mre ate, Qa! cone 


> 4 ij f) ane yee Dg eg i Vian ‘as pee: win ee veer, J 


me dd hay “euuiate of Nenteee: 


he 
i destin 


iy wh ier Oe ak = he site va a ¢ | 


17) ae wt ope ioe “ga by) 1 vt pai a 


Nd na H 
i aay 


nity ih a ae aisles 


a 


ta eel in ue seh 


i } a wi 


Al ened ee bein t dee eres 63) 46. patton Tolan 


TT) 
oy 


> 


= eee, 


23 ivy a ae od ov 
i A 7 ee i n 
paid siohl i nnahnontl we Mn stone io, evga 
thi ; Pai aie A ae aaa 
/ i ‘a I 
a oY © vain ye buneita ‘ong bs to Beans aet eat 


7 7 
nT rh wh ra ; Ly ee 
i 


il 
Ue 


ache ~ 


Tiel ua ae nei uk Selacans’ a danoqess ary inl 
“| Ait 
es Ia a! ua Ham ine “ a ssi ‘peeer 90450) Beauit 
Vi F * ann 


vs 
‘9 


pv 10h al jah te le El ontbagreih AONE sre wa 3 


ORLY 


y nil 4M ku a 


i Dea agi UAE RL P By tanoteamug js Seven ah dees 


ity ade el sceaeibin ck elated whee? weoviganomusdnk ray ew snag 


Mi 
wis witg i ‘jipbiead aie! ile Oy A oe nt vt ‘ae: hs Pe, ry sont a 
| | mi 7 
Bees et ea ae oe cy onconig tags sidicina a: Bie’ mvewD,, 2a angus de . 
; a er es 
\ ‘ ae A A) a 
TOT. | ND a es 


303 


for each of enents 


ime regards” to- U's intending to produce a belief in A, Schiffer 
suggests that the production of this belief is not, as Grice's account 
suggests, intended to be based upon U's intention, but rather is more 
generally produced by virtue of some other reason. Thus, a mathematician 
presenting what he considers to be a decisive argument would expect his 
audience to come to a particular belief not because he intended to pro- 
duce this belief, but because of his audience's knowledge of the subject 
and understanding of the argument. Similarly, when U reminds A of some- 
thing that U knows that A knows, it would seem that U meant something 
by the utterance, but not that he intended to produce a belief on the 
basis of his intentions, but rather because he expects A to believe 
(remember) something A already knows. 

While this argument seems to be a demand for an elaboration of 
Grice's notion of response and belief rather than a substantive chal- 
lenge to Grice's account, such elaboration does provide a more specific 
description of what is required for an utterer to mean something by an 
utterance. In order to account for this expanded notion of response 
(belief), Schiffer suggests that it is more accurate to say that what 
U intends to produce in A is an activated belief about what U means. 
This activated belief can result either from U's intention or from A's 
own knowledge; but Schiffer suggests that there must be some reason(s), 


p, for this belief and that these reasons must, for A, have some 


Orhrs distinction has also been recognized by Grice (1968), 
although he does not suggest that parallel conditions need to be 
constructed for the two cases. This is perhaps due to the fact that 
Grice has not thought it necessary to analyze the nature of the 
intended response as completely as Schiffer has. 
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meaningful, or truth-supporting basis. Thus, according to Schiffer, 

A must have truth-supporting reasons, p(t), for his activated belief 
about what U means. If what U means is represented by P, this descrip- 
tion can be abbreviated as P/p(t), and can be read as "P, for the truth- 
Supporting reasons p." 

What U intends to produce in A is not, then, simply a response, 
r, but the activated belief that P/p(t); and as already noted, the 
second condition of the definition specifies that A's recognition of 
the relationship between the response, r, and the utterance, x, should 
be at least part of the reason for this activated belief. The response 
can now be replaced by P, or what U means by uttering x in order to 
bring this condition into agreement with the modifications of the nature 
of the response. 

In addition to these further modifications for meaning, Schiffer 
Suggest that the M-intentions can be separated into primary and sec- 
ondary. This, he argues, results from the distinction between the 
intentions with which a person utters something, and the intentions 
that a person has in uttering something. The first type of intention 
can be considered to be the primary intention, or what is primarily 
intended to be accomplished; and the second type of intention can be 
considered to be secondary since it is not a goal or purpose in itself 
but is necessary for the fulfillment of the primary intention. In 
regards to the M-intentions of the utterer, then, it seems apparent 
that the primary intention is to produce an activated belief in his 
audience, while his secondary intentions are the further intentions he 
must have in order to intend to produce this Ae iat This 28° not, oT 


course, to say that secondary intentions are not essential, but only 


304 


“Wadoaaie yale rh ee 
out nina ont? on al CB) ei, 
renee Me rh wat ie i a 
i, a aa vn ao nout toa vals tnagh ot Be 
chips. «mentee ae oda he, 4m wanton ott Conk 
‘ | c Satine. 68 eh allie a 10 ty Ath ae i Lys he 
, cele i i - 
atm 1 | Le ee sy a ea aa Hdd soma daal a 
a i a 
i Pr 
aly ce ana sania thea ais naa of Parana 
Higa 4) iia rae Toe 4 oh fd. 
Peed ed eine t ' | i ae Lapp i rine wie npaae: Py i 
| ee gat: Oe 8 A ee ht cee le dike baie iF anny ea ate 
a Ve 
W. eke a ee id |, mega ~ cei oth. ie 
1 \ i va) 
Weds vtech | Qe a aR IG yrirtanone wit ab nad ‘tease 
ol ee ty vtten kip mets bid erat wih La af be saline ms 
i y ad 
cack Ie wane napa wks Eraat bode kano s i 
ua Ae ae eee a“ of | pA: wea Pn ae iD boss 
a hi a 
ae ee ee Lai Jot hha in ¥ ee VsBaaRAR, a 
; y) we | y 
| Be Ga igi “(aoue tie aia 4 0 enokingankct ang, is ubosty 
yes ; ie : = : 
Ve. ret 1 Wh viff hae se igs i a aati + eh polkansane am ody, \- 
. J 7 a ‘ws 4 
gt OKI (od Saat Mamie: Reset aimee (rato cect ata oi? Ae ceenaltul A 
\ , ; 7 Oil 
ats . PIOE S's wipe cm ee At iat eg ws “baeaot and reba mt atta 
at Ma pen 
Hing thd . eke Hey way” Sr iedae wratiaenng ote, wot eid 
t ; aati 
+ _ ll } 


305 


that they are intended solely because they are necessary for the ful- 


fillment of the primary intention. 


APPENDIX F 


CONSTATIVES AND PERFORMATIVES 


While constatives can be described as utterances that are either 
true or false, the situation with performatives is not so Simple; for 
the utterance of a performative does not, in itself, guarantee that 
the act is actually performed. For example, the act of christening 
can be performed by making an appropriate utterance; but the utter- 
ance itself is not sufficient for the successful performance of a 
christening. This is readily apparent when it is considered that 
ships could be rechristened at the whim of any passer-by. Similarly, 

a bet cannot always be successfully made merely by making an utterance; 
for the utterance of the performative "I hereby bet you five dollars 
that the sun will rise tomorrow" does not, in itself, constitute a 

bet. As Austin (1962) notes: 

Speaking generally, it is always necessary that the circum- 

stances in which the words are uttered should be in some way, 

Or ways, appropriate, and it is very commonly necessary that 

either the speaker himself or other persons should also per- 

form certain other actions, whether 'physical' or ‘mental’ 

actions or even acts of uttering further words. (p. 8) 

Thus, in order for a performative act to be successful, it is necessary 
that certain conditions obtain. These conditions seem to center upon 
the circumstances in which the utterance is made and are similar to 

the state of affairs that Schiffer posits as a necessary aspect of 

an utterer meaning something. Knowledge of such circumstances would, 
then, also seem to be a possible basis for modes of correlation between 
the features of an utterance and the intended response, as described 


in the later Grice account. This is not, however, surprising since 


the performative aspect of a performative utterance will be part of 
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the meaning intended by the person making the utterance. 

This circumstantial requirement for performatives is further 
elaborated by Austin, who considers the problem in terms of how per- 
formative acts can be unsucccessful. Since performative utterances 
cannot be considered to be false, even if they fail, Austin suggests 
that their success or failure should be considered in terms of whether 
the utterance is felicitous or infelicitous (happy Or unhappy). Thus, 
a passer-by who decides to christen a ship by pronouncing what would 
normally be the appropriate words cannot be considered to have success- 
fully christened the ship; and while it would be false to say that he 
had christened the ship, his utterance itself is not false, but un- 
successful, or infelicitous. In order for a performative to be fel- 
icitously performed, Austin suggests that the following conditions 
must be met: 


(A.1) There must exist an accepted conventional procedure 
having a certain conventional effect, that procedure to 
include the uttering of certain words by certain persons 
in certain circumstances, and further, 

(A.2) the particular persons and circumstances in a given case 
must be appropriate for the invocation of the particular 
procedure invoked. 

(B.1) The procedure must be executed by all participants both 

correctly and 

(B.2) completely. 

(C.1) Where, as often, the procedure is designed for use by 
persons having certain thoughts or feelings, or for the 
inauguration of certain consequential conduct on the 
part of any participant, then a person participating in 
and so invoking the procedure must in fact have those 
thoughts and feelings, and the participants must intend 
so to conduct themselves, and further 


(C.2) must actually so conduct themselves subsequently. 
(pp. 14-15) 


When these conditions are not met, a performative utterance will be 
infelicitous; and this corresponds to a constative that is false. If 


the performative fails due to failure to meet either the A or the B 
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conditions, Austin suggests that the failure can be termed a "misfire," 
and notes that the act is not performed at all. When either of the C 
conditions are not satisfied, the act is successfully performed, but 
infelicitously, in what Austin terms an "abuse" of the normal pro- 
cedures. 

The necessity of these conditions can be easily demonstrated by 
noting cases in which the conditions are not met. Condition A.l is 
violated when a man addresses his wife (or vice versa) and says "I 
hereby divorce you." In society as it is presently constituted, there 
does not exist an accepted conventional procedure for performing the 
act of divorce in such a manner; and consequently an act of divorce 
cannot be felicitously perfomed by such an utterance. An infelicitous 
performance due to failure to meet condition A.2 is illustrated in the 
case in which an individual happens to pass a dock where the christening 
of a ship is about to take place. If this individual is not the person 
designated to perform the christening, yet proceeds to utter a chris- 
tening performative, the act is infelicitous even if he pronounces 
the appropriate invocation. Failure to meet either of the A conditions 
results, of course, in a misfire; and such misfires can be called 
misinvocations since a procedure is invoked that is either not ap- 
propriate (A.2) or does not exist (A.1). 

Failure to meet either of the B conditions results in a type 
of misfire that Austin terms a misexecution. In these cases, the 
procedure exists, and is appropriate to the individuals involved, but 
is not correctly or completely executed. As Austin notes, examples of 
infelicities due to failure to satisfy B.1 are more common in legal 


matters where the exact invocation is of importance. This is 
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illustrated by a witness in court who says "I'll give honest answers" 
instead of "I swear to tell the truth, etc." A misexecution due to 
failure to meet B.2 is illustrated by the case in which infelicity 
results from a lack of completeness. For example, if a bet is offered 
by declaring "I bet you five dollars that the sun will rise tomorrow," 
the bet is not felicitously performed until and unless the bet is 
accepted. In the event that the bet is not accepted, it would be 
inaccurate to say that a bet had been made; consequently, the attempted 
act would be infelicitous. 

The two types of abuses, or the C conditions, both result in 
the successful performance of the act; but according to Austin the 
Pesurceicustill -infelicitous. Thus, .ifoC. leissviolated as, ,pfor anstance, 
in the case of an individual who insincerely promises to be at a certain 
place at a certain time, the act of promising is performed, but in- 
felicitously. Likewise, if the promise is sincerely made but is not 
fulfilled, condition C.2 is violated; and again the act is performed 
infelicitously. 

While these different felicity conditions are listed separately, 
it is important to note that they are not mutually exclusive. An act 
can be infelicitous due to a combination of these factors; for an 
individual who insincerely invokes a non-existant "I hereby divorce 
you" procedure while speaking to someone other than his wife can be 
said to have made an infelicitous utterance for a variety of reasons. 
Also, it should be noted that Austin does not claim that these con- 
ditions are complete, but rather suggests that there are other pos- 


sible reasons why an act can be infelicitous, as in the case in which 


a promise is made under duress, OF when the utterer has been deceived 
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into making it. This list of conditions must, then, be understood to 
be suggestive rather than definitive, although they do seem to describe 
a basic structure for the felicitous performance of a performative 
utterance. 

In terms of Gricean meaning, these felicity conditions seem 
to function in much the same way as do Grice's conversational implic- 
atures since they suggest conventional procedures that allow an audience 
to correlate the features of an utterance with the intended response. 
Similarly, in terms of Schiffer's formulation, the mutual knowledge 
of such conditions would seem to be a part of the state of affairs that 
is realized by the utterance, and which provides a basis for relating 
the utterance to the desired activated belief or act to be performed. 
To suggest this, however, implies that a performative act is in some 
way ceremonial or ritualistic; and this is, in fact, Austin's con- 
tention; for acts such as bets, marriages, christenings and promises 
can Only be performed when there exists a mutually known way of per- 
forming these acts. That that is essential to performatives is ap- 
parent when it is recognized that performative utterances can be 
either explicit or implicit. When the utterance itself names or 
specifies the type of performative utterance that it is, it is explicit; 
and when it does not specify its own type, the performative is implicit. 
This is illustrated by the following pair of examples: 

(1) I'll be there at two o'clock. 

(2) I promise that I'll be there at. two o'clock. 
If (1) is understood in the circumstances in which it is uttered to 
be a promise that the utterer will, in fact, be somewhere at two 


o'clock, and is so intended to be understood by the utterer, then it 
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is an implicit performative since the act of promising is performed 
even though the notion of promising is not explicitly mentioned. In 
(2) the promising conditions are invoked through the use of the explicit 
performative "I promise." In both (1) and (2), however, a part of the 
intended meaning of the utterer is the fact that he is promising; and 
therefore the social conventions that allow promising, and that specify 
what is required to make a promise and to fulfill One, must be mutually 
Known by the utterer and his audience in order for the utterer to com- 
municate his meaning. The fact that promising is not mentioned in (1) 
means that it is by means of their knowledge of the state of affairs, 
or by means of particular modes of correlation, that audiences can 
recognize that this is, in fact, a promise rather than a description 

of a hope or a fear. It is Austin's Sohtenescnwene: an implicit per- 
formative utterance can always be made explicit, and that this is 

one of the features of a performative that seems to distinguish it 

from a constative. 

While this explanation of performative utterances seems to 
indicate that they are easily distinguished from constative utterances, 
Austin suggests that such an impression is incorrect when the matter 
is examined closely. This difficulty in distinguishing between these 
two types of utterances is first brought out by Austin in terms of 
what is implied by each type of utterance. Performatives, he notes, 
seem to imply the truth of other conditions. For example, the per- 
formative "I apologize" implies the truth of the felicity conditions, 
and also implies that something has been done for which an apology is 


needed or desired, and which makes an apology appropriate. 


But, as Austin suggests, constatives also indicate the truth of 
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certain conditions. The utterance "The cat is on the mat" entails 

that the contradiction of this statement is false, and that the uttered 
constative does, in fact, describe the case and that the cat is on 

the mat and not under or beside it. Another type of implication that 
can be drawn from constatives is exemplified by the statement "All 
Jack's children are bald," which presupposes that it is true that Jack 
has children. Thus, a constative utterance also implies that certain 
conditions exist; and although the conditions implied by a constative 
seem to be somewhat different than the conditions implied by a perform- 
ative, the fact that performatives imply the existence of certain con- 
ditions is not sufficient to distinguish them from constatives. 

Further, Austin points out that the inclusion of a performative 
word such as "bet," "promise," or "warn" in an utterance is not suf- 
ficient to establish that the utterance is a performative. Thus, 

"I bet five dollars" can be a performative while "He bet five dollars" 
is clearly a constative. 

In addition to these difficulties, even the distinction between 
explicit and implicit is insufficient to distinguish between the two 
types of utterances. While an implicit performative can always be 
made explicit, this observation in itself is not sufficient to dis- 
tinguish a performative from a constative since constatives can also 
be either implicit or explicit, and actually seem to resemble per- 
formatives. This is illustrated in the following examples: 


(3) I warn you that there is a bull in the field. (Explicit 
Performative) 


(4) There is a bull in the field. (Implicit Performative) 


(5) I state (report, declare, or assert) that there is a bull 
in the field. (Explicit Constative) 
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(6) There is a bull in the field. (Implicit Constative) 
In fact, as Austin notes, constatives can not only be made explicit, 
but actually seem to behave as performatives; for stating is an act 
that is performed in making an utterance, and does not merely report 
or describe some other act. Thus, it would seem that stating seems to 
resemble a performative act even though it is obviously constative 
in nature since it is either true or false. But when constatives are 
madewexplicit: (e.g, "I state," "I assert,” "I declare,™ etc.) their 
performative nature becomes apparent, and the distinction between 
constatives and performatives becomes obscure since the distinction 


between saying and doing seems to disappear. 
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APPENDIX G 


OBJECTIONS TO AUSTIN'S ACCOUNT OF SPEECH ACTS 


One of the major difficulties with Austin's account centers 
upon his distinction between locutionary (or, more specifically, 
rhetic) acts and illocutionary acts. The difficulty with this dis- 
tinction lies in Austin's definition of the rhetic act as containing 
the meaning, in terms of sense and reference. This is an aspect 
that Austin (1962) admits that he has not fully resolved: 

We may well suspect that the theory of 'meaning' as equivalent 

to 'sense and reference’ will certainly require some weeding- 

out and reformulating in terms of the distinction between 
locutionary and illocutionary acts. .. . I admit that not 
enough has been done here: I have taken the old 'sense and 

reference' on the strength of current views. (p. 149) 

While Austin makes this admission, his suggestion that the notion may 
need some "weeding-out" seems somewhat optimistic when the difficulties 
that result from this assumption are examined. 

One of the more vehement criticisms of Austin's distinction 
between locutions and illocutions has been given by Cohen (1964), who 
suggests that this distinction is completely empty. According to 
Cohen, there is no need to contrast the meaning (chetic act) with the 
force of the utterance (illocutionary act). In order to illustrate 
why this is the case, Cohen draws attention to the following pair of 
sentences: 

(1) Your haystack is on fire. 

(2) I warn you that your haystack is on fire. 

While Austin would contend that the implicit illocutionary force of (1) 


has been brought out in (2) so that there is no doubt about the intended 


force of the utterance, Cohen suggests that there is no reason to 


314 


PN it 


AP MRA 


th 


A.W 


sani Sten 


eT le 


pi 
\, 


yh di: ‘4 


& ¥y wy 


seu tesa ru ‘ay ase al ebe side ak teas 


Ln s 
ne? 


‘hi 


es a eT ath! ee seo x» Saree > wit at Pe 


me am ae Me ae ericllduae Ma bes enol nies 


wry: 7 ou onl hii serie wy a + rit 


* oe 
reo See etal aie gatiignesy wad Yee , ala: nits # one h 


shies nen me 


te tog . ay ey Wee eat ait ek | 
Wie T 6 iy ye Re peste hoe ‘baw ea kD 
cy, bits Percy greed! tae eran toad: sept ¢ ue 
‘gh shady sci ay ores ce est erin ts 


ne 


ey, gales iL ad iy wa ant dehiveie, aids a3 


cy 


i 
‘i. ea 08 cain A ae By bie Gtk at a 


| an 
Lok ally ST Sa em \yawnct eo) peererey see 30 


A a 


iu nei eh souseyait so¥ Ue 
th re ae nT 
‘hake ie a Mie sevi sto jas igh new a i: 


1 yay sth BAe iid aes. 1 it bromine docu’ ‘aiyauk ate) 


ih A 
Sih ee , it aaens amet on, bind nt due amid pe oat 
uch " Usa ov : 
rm Se al soit + ae i nc peanserne toe 
My Rw ee un { 


1 i i ; 7 i ae] wre y i bs v , 
ne i) 4 suis { ‘e 
i ha : i enti 


i, fun ad ae " : on 
o¢ fi i d ( - ey | Ph ee 


345 


contend that it is the force of the utterance that is being brought 
out here and made explicit. According to Cohen, it would make as 
much sense, and be more accurate, to say that it is the meaning of 

the utterance that is being made explicit, not the force. The prefix 
"I warn" can be understood to make explicit the reason that the utter- 
ance was made; and according to Cohen this is actually an expansion 

of the meaning of the utterance, not the force. 

While it would be possible to argue that the explicit perform- 
ative actually explains the meaning of the utterance in a particular 
context, Cohen counters this argument by noting that this type of 
contextual clarification is often used to obtain the meaning of an 
utterance, and that there is no need for a notion of force to account 
for this situational/occasional meaning. For example, the meanings 
of indexicals are usually determined by the context of the utterance, 
as in the sentence "It is gold." The meaning of this utterance will 
be determined by the context in which it is uttered, and will be under- 
stood to refer to a cloud, a mineral vein, or an automobile, depending 
upon the context. It would be incorrect to say that this type of 
contextual explication deals with the force of the utterance since 
it is obviously an explication of the sense and reference. This is 
the case with this example not just for the subject "it" but also for 
the predicate "is gold" since the expression can be used to refer to 
different concepts of what "being gold" can mean. Cohen argues that 
the explicit form of the performative can be understood in the same 
way: as making explicit in the utterance what would be implicit in 
the context; and this, he contends, is a part of the meaning of the 


utterance, not some additional force. What is done in making an 
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utterance, Cohen contends, is a locutionary act; and it is only neces- 
sary to distinguish the locutionary act from the perlocutionary act 
Since what Austin terms the illocutionary force is really a part of 
the locution. 

Cohen attributes the attractiveness of the notion of illocu- 
tionary forces to the fact that there is often a difference, in an 
actual utterance, between the "meaning expressed" and the "meaning 
intended." Since utterances are usually not as explicit as they could 
be, this can lead to confusion; but Cohen suggests that this confusion 
should be understood in terms of the meaning of the utterance and the 
context in which it is uttered rather than in terms of a force that is 
in some way in addition to the meaning. 

The difficulty with Cohen's view of speech acts is that even 
if the performative nature of utterances is to be understood in terms 
of intended and expressed meanings, in the context of the situation, 
some means would be necessary to demonstrate how the situational 
explication of the meaning could be explained in a systematic way. In 


the example he cites, "Your haystack is on fire," some means would 


have to be devised to indicate how it could be expanded to "I warn 

you that your haystack is on fire" as opposed to "I hereby report 

that your haystack is on fire (as you ordered)." This “is; in Edet, 
just the type of expansion that Austin's notion of illocutionary force 
provides. Cohen's basic question, however, regarding the relation- 


ship between meaning and force seems a valid one since the illocu- 


tionary force does seem to be a part of the meaning of the utterance. 


To confine the notion of meaning to the sense and reference of the 


linguistic expression raises questions about the force of the 
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utterance; for if the force is not in some way meaningful, it is dif- 
ficult to account for the meaningful connection it makes between the 
sense-and-reference meaning and the situational context of the utter- 
ance. 

A similar objection to Austin's distinction between locutions 
and illocutions has been made by Searle (1968), who notes, as does 
Strawson (1964), that locutions and illocutions do not seem to con- 
stitute mutually exclusive classes. While this is similar to Cohen's 
objection, Searle accepts the notion of illocutionary forces and 
reconsiders the relationship between such forces and Austin's notion 
of a locutionary act. 

Searle's basic criticism of Austin's analysis of speech acts 
centers upon his observation that in the case of an explicit perform- 
ative, when the illocutionary force is specified, the locutionary and 


illocutionary acts overlap so that the illocutionary force seems to be 


contained in the locutionary act. The following explicit performatives 


exemplify this point: 

(3) I (hereby) promise that I will be there at two o'clock. 

(4) I (hereby) warn you that there is a bull in the field. 
Since the performative nature of these utterances is made explicit by 
the phrases "I (hereby) promise" and "I (hereby) warn," which specify 
the illocutionary forces of the utterances, the fact that the forces 
are stated suggests that the meanings of these forces (and thus per- 
haps the forces themselves) can be considered in terms of the rhetic 
part of the locutionary act. If, however, the promising and warning 
aspects of these two utterances are considered at the locutionary 


level, it would seem that a consideration of the illocutionary force 
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would be redundant since it would merely repeat what has been con- 
sidered in terms of the locutionary act. Thus, it would seem that, 
as Cohen suggests, such utterances could be considered in terms of 
their meanings at the locutionary level without recourse to a notion 
of illocutionary force. This point has also been made by Strawson 
(1964), who summarizes the problem succinctly: 
The meaning of a (serious) utterance, as conceived by Austin, 
always embodies some limitation on its possible force, and 
sometimes--as, for example, in some cases where an explicit 
performative formula, like "I apologize," is used--the meaning 
of an utterance may exhaust its force; that is, there may be 
no more to the force than there is to the meaning; but very 
often the meaning, though it limits, does not exhaust, the 
force. (pp. 439-440) 
If, as Austin suggests, the explicit performative is considered to be 
a later development in a language, this development could be seen as 
an attempt to specify the illocutionary force in order to avoid con- 
fusion regarding the forces that particular utterances are intended 
to have; and this statement of the force results in the locutionary 
specification of the illocutionary force. While such an argument could 
lead to an understanding of how the locutionary/illocutionary confusion 
may have developed, it does not resolve the resulting problem. While 
this problem only becomes readily apparent with explicit performatives, 
the fact that such utterances are not uncommon suggests a real dif- 
ficulty in the distinction between locutions and illocutions; and Searle 
suggests that the difficulty in abstracting the locution from the il- 
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married men from bachelors" (p. 408). 
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APPENDIX H 


CONSTITUTIVE RULES AND INDIRECT SPEECH ACTS 


Searle's (1969) contention that illocutionary forces can be 
understood in terms of constitutive rules is illustrated by his analysis 
of the structure of the act of promising, which he describes as fol- 


lows: 


The semantical rules for the use of an illocutionary force 
indicating device Pr for promising are: 

Rule 1. Pr is to be uttered only in the context of a sen- 
tence (or larger stretch of discourse) T, the utterance of 
which predicates some future act A of the speaker S. I call 
this the propositional content rule... 

Rule 2. Pr is to be uttered only if the hearer H would 
prefer S's doing A to his not doing A, and S believes H would 
prefer S's doing A to his not doing A. 

Rule 3. Pr is to be uttered only if it is not obvious 
to both S and H that S will do A in the normal course of 
events. I call rules 2 and 3 preparatory rules... 

Rule 4. Pr is to be uttered only if S intends to do A. 
tecaluscthisathe: sincerity rule ~.<.-. 

Rule 5. The utterance of Pr counts as the undertaking of 
an obligation to do A. I call this the essential rule. 

(pp. 62-63) 


These rules, then, provide the structure for the act of promising; and 
it is Searle's contention that the four types of rules named here 
specify general rule types that underlie all or most illocutionary 
acts. It is important to note here not only that the content of the 
propositional act is in some way indicated by Rule 1, and thus by the 
illocutionary act, but also that the constitutive rules refer not to 

a system of language for the definition of an illocutionary act, but 
rather to the situation that exists between the utterer and his 
audience. As with Austin's felicity conditions, a certain state of 
affairs must exist in order for the act of promising to be success- 


fully performed; and the set of rules that Searle gives here for 
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Promising indicates that this state of affairs includes not just the 
immediate circumstances, but also the participants' knowledge of each 
other and their desires and intentions for the future. 

To say that these constitutive rules provide the structure of 
the act of promising does not mean that regulative rules do not have a 
function in terms of illocutionary acts. Regulative rules, however, 
can be violated without preventing the performance of the act. For 
example, it would generally not be considered acceptable to offer a 
bet while in a church; yet if this rule is violated and a bet is 
offered under such circumstances, a bet can still be successfully 
made. Thus, the rule that specifies that bets should not be made while 
in a church is a regulative rule since it functions to govern behavior 
but does not constitute a part of the structure of the act itself. 

While Searle's analysis of the structure of a speech act in 
terms of constitutive rules seems reasonable in regards to examples 
in which the force of the utterance is clear, it is not so clear how 
this analysis of the structure accounts for examples of indirect speech 
acts, in which the relationship between the utterance and its force 
is not so readily apparent. The usefulness of Searle's constitutive 
rules can, however, be demonstrated in this regard, thus demonstrating 
the strength of Searle's position. In order to do this, it is helpful 
first to consider some examples of indirect speech acts, such as the 
following suggested by Searle (1975a): 

(1) Can you reach the salt? 

(2) You could be a little more quiet. 

(3) I would like you to go now. 


(4) Do you want to hand me that hammer? 
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The problem with these sentences is that they are usually used to 
perform different illocutionary acts than what they seem to perform. 
Example (1) is usually not, in fact, a question as to whether or not 
the hearer can reach the salt, but is generally a request that the 
Salt be passed. Example (2) is usually not an observation about the 
potential behavior of an audience, but is normally a request or an 
Order. Example (3) seems to report the utterer's wishes, but is 
usually an act of suggesting, ordering or advising; and (4) is often 
used as an order or request instead of a question about the wishes of 
the audience. 

In all of these utterances, the illocutionary act is performed 
indirectly since the act is performed by using a form that is usually 
used to perform a different act. An analysis of such sentences into 
propositional and illocutionary acts will not, generally, result in 
a clear explication of the act that is performed; and thus such 
examples serve as a challenge to the basic theory of speech acts, and 
to Searle's contention that constitutive rules structure the speech 
act. 

While it is tempting to argue that in such cases the illocu- 
tionary act that is indicated by the actual utterance is not performed, 
Searle contends that this is not the case. Rather, he suggests that 
both the stated and the indirect illocutionary acts are performed, 
although the intended (indirect) illocutionary force is the primary 
one. Indirect forms are usually used out of politeness since, as in 
the examples considered, the indirect speech act has the effect of 
hedging the primary performative force intended by the utterer. Thus, 


"Would you get off my foot?" hedges the illocutionary force of the 
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imperative "I order you go get off my foot." The request, however, 

is still made, according to Searle; but the imperative is accomplished 
by means of the successful performance of the request, not in place 
Of this act. 

While this explanation perhaps explains why indirect speech 
acts are used in place of direct speech acts, it does not solve the 
problem of explaining the relationship between the primary and secon- 
dary illocutionary forces. Searle suggests that the problem is easily 
resolved if the constitutive rules of the primary force are considered. 
This can, generally, be understood in terms of the four types of rules 
that were indicated in terms of promising; and they are set out below 
in terms of a request. In this description, S represents "speaker," 

H represents "hearer," and A represents the "act" that is performed 
in making the utterance. 

Preparatory condition: H is able to perform A 

Sincerity condition: S wants H to do A 

Propositional content condition: S predicates a future act 

A of H 
Essential condition: Counts as an attempt by S to get H to do A 
(Sear le, iL 75a;/*pe 7h) 

Once these conditions are recognized, Searle suggests, most indirect 
speech acts can be understood to be based upon one of these necessary 
conditions in such a way that the hearer is intended to infer, from the 
utterance and the context, that the primary force of the utterance is 
the force for which the condition holds. For example, in example 
(1) above, "Can you reach the salt?" the speaker is inquiring about 


the preparatory condition for the hearer's passing the salt. From 


this, the hearer is intended to infer that the speaker wishes the 


hearer to pass the salt. It is important to note that the context in 


which the utterance is made is of essential importance here, for it is 
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upon the basis of this context that the hearer is to infer the force 
of the illocution. 

On the basis of this analysis, Searle suggests four general- 
izations that give the inference rules for the type of indirect speech 
acts given in examples (1) to (4): 

1. S can make an indirect request (or other directive) by 

either asking whether or stating that a preparatory condition 

concerning H's ability to do A obtains. 

2. S can make an indirect directive by either asking whether 

or stating that the propositional content condition obtains. 

3. S can make an indirect directive by stating that the sin- 

cerity condition obtains, but not by asking whether it obtains. 

4. S can make an indirect directive by either stating that or 

asking whether there are good or overriding reasons for doing 

A, except where the reason is that H wants or wishes, etc., 

to do A, in which case he can only ask whether H wants, wishes, 

etc, ; to do A. (Oe 2) 

In regards to the examples cited above, these generalizations can be 
used to explain how the primary force of these utterances is obtained. 
Example (1) is explained by Rule 1, example (2) by Rule 2, example (3) 
by Rule 3, and example (4) by Rule 4. 

Indirect speech acts can, then, be explained by contending that 
the primary force of an indirect utterance is realized by means of the 
secondary force; for the hearer is intended to infer the primary force 
from a recognition of the secondary force and the propositional content 
of the utterance. Since the propositional content refers to one of 
the conditions necessary for the execution of the primary force, the 
hearer is intended to infer, from the situation, that the indirect 
force is of primary concern to the speaker. The reason for such a 
circuitous means of accomplishing an illocutionary act is to hedge 
the performative force, either out of politeness or because the speaker 


does not want to perform the primary act explicitly due to the relation- 


ship existing between the speaker and the hearer in a particular 
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context. 

While other means of accounting for indirect speech acts have 
been suggested (e.g., Fraser, 1975; Sadock, 1974), only Searle's ac- 
count has been considered here since the purpose has been to illustrate 
the usefulness of his contention that illocutionary acts should be 
considered in terms of their constitutive rules, not to compare ac- 


counts of indirect speech acts. 


‘a. ij - i i 
he. ee pCO A tie ONG) ST ea Pel 
t : i i i A ry ' 
n ' i wh i i! PL ah oe ate : ray y au <3 
Hat Fie if : i i} Wilt : Me Fy Hi an i 
: , A ! ru oe 7 1 uy 
= as 1 i 7 _ 
eee ONG Vit; y ' 
) a ‘¥ 
Pe i A 


UVa Bite eS rosin or 
0G a et) ROR DPR ma | ieee. vein 
bet eee: se anagem ee wel es ee nian 
ty feccwiie: eet yet eRe e, “nike + tots en! 


Rae ey al | li 


' 


Ae i? i 


A q ae rR 


i 


iM A eat 
ae | 4 i) b al 


din Hf 
R 


al 4a 
vty 


APPENDIX I 


LEWIS'S ACCOUNT OF CONVENTIONS 


In Lewis's (1969) original description, conventions are under- 


stood to be regularities in behavior or action which result from 


recurring coordination situations. Lewis has, however, revised this 


account (Lewis, 1975) in order to account for conventions involving 


belief as well as action. This change is necessary since Lewis wishes 


to contend that the use of language involves conventions of truth- 


fulness and trust since users of language conventionally attempt to 


be truthful in their utterances, and impute this same truthfulness 


to others. Lewis suggests that his earlier account left him "cut 


off from what I now take to be the primary sort of conventional 


coordination in language use: that between the action of the truth- 


ful speaker and the responsive believing of his trusting hearer” 


(p. 11). To account for this trust requires an account that involves 


belief as well as action. 


Lewis's revised description of conventions can, then, be given 


as follows: 


A regularity R, in action or in action and belief, is a con- 
vention in a population P if and only if, within P, the fol- 


lowing six conditions hold. (Or at least they almost hold. 
A few exceptions to the "everyone"s can be tolerated.) 

(1) Everyone conforms to R. 

(2) Everyone believes that others conform to R. 

(3) This belief that the others conform to R gives every- 
one a good and decisive reason to conform to R himself mss... 

(4) There is a general preference for general conformity 
to R rather than slightly-less-than-general conformity--in 
particular, rather than conformity by all but any one. (This 
is not to deny that some state of widespread nonconformity to 


R might be even more preferred.) . « -« 
(5) R is not the only possible regularity meeting the last 


two conditions. There is at least one alternative Ry such 
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that the belief that the others conformed to R' would give 
everyone a good and decisive practical or epistemic reason 

to conform to R' likewise; such that there is a general 
preference for conformity to R' rather than slightly-less- 
than-general conformity to R'; and such that there is normally 
no way Of conforming to R and Re DORN. air. 

(6) Finally, the various facts listed in conditions (1) 
to (5) are matters of common (or mutual) knowledge: they are 
known to everyone, it is known to everyone that they are known 
to everyone, and so on. The knowledge mentioned here may be 
merely potential: knowledge that would be available if one 
bothered to think hard enough. (Lewis, 1975, pp. 5-6) 


It is notable that in this view conventional regularities are considered 


to be arbitrary in nature, and become conventional and useful only 
because other members of the population know and follow them, thus 
providing solutions to recurring coordination situations. This 
arbitrariness is brought out in Lewis's description by the require- 
ment that there must be at least one alternative that would be accept- 
able if everyone (or nearly everyone) followed it instead of the 
regularity that is accepted as a convention. Thus, while handshaking 
is a conventional form of greeting, other regularities such as bowing 
or stamping with the left foot could become conventional and replace 
handshaking as a greeting if everyone (or nearly everyone) conformed 
to it, believed others conformed to it, etc. 

It is also notable that the regularity and its conventional 
nature must be mutually known by the participants. This is necessary 
in order for the convention to serve as an accepted solution to a 
coordination situation; for if the convention is not mutually known 
by the participants it is evident that they will not be able to 
depend upon the other participants knowing that the particular 
convention exists, or is relevant. Thus, it would seem that mutual 
knowledge of coordination situations and conventional regularities 


that exist for resolving these situations can be understood to be 
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part of the states of affairs that Schiffer describes as bases for 


utterers meaning something. Similarly, in Grice's later account 


knowledge of coordination situations and their conventional resolu- 
tions can serve as modes of correlation between the features of an 


utterance and the intended response. 
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APPENDIX J 


A TENTATIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE READING SITUATIONS 


As noted in Chapter 5, the following list of possible reading 
Situations is dependent upon the way in which communication situations 
were described in Chapter 4. Thus, these situations must be considered 
to be tentative descriptions that are subject to modification and 
further elucidation. The abbreviations that are used in describing 
these situations are explained in Chapter 5 and, for convenience, are 


also given in Appendix A. 


1. Rt: M, (M, = M_) & RH (E_) & GAME (D_,_) 
2. Rt: M, (M, = M_) & RH (E_) & GAME (4) 
3. Rt: M, (M, = M_) & RH (E.) & GAME (D, -) 
4. Rt: M (M, = M_) & RH (E,) & RITUAL (D.,_) 
5. Rt: M, (M, = M_) & RH (E,) & RITUAL (D,.,) 
6. Rt: M, (M, = M_) & RH (E.) & RITUAL (D,_ -) 
7. Rt: M, (M, #M_) & RH (E.) & GAME (D.,_) 
8. Rt: M, (My 7M) & RH (E_) & GAME (D 41) 
9. Rt: M, (My # M) & RH (E.) & GAME (D, ¢) 
10. Rt: M, (M, #M_) & RH (E,) & RITUAL (D.,_) 
Pees) ie (M 7M) & RH (E,) & RITUAL (D__y) 
12, Rt: M, (M, 7M) & RH (E.) & RITUAL (D,_ -) 
Leer Rt: M, (M, = Mm) & RH (E.) & GAME eee 
14, Rte M, (M. = M) & RE (E.) & GAME (D_.) 
15. Rt: M, (M, =M_) & RH (E_) & GAME (D,_-) 
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16. Rt: M, (M r 
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